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By Mr. FREAR: A bill (H. R. 14223) amending section 230
of the revenue act of 1921; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. DALLINGER: A bill (H. R, 14224) to determine pro-
ceedings in contested elections of Members of the House of
Representatives ; to the Committee on Elections No. 1.

By Mr. CLARKE of New York: A bill (H. R. 14225) to
provide through cooperation between the Federal Government,
the States, and owners of timberlands for adequate protection
against forest fires, for the reforestation of denuded lands, for
the extension of national forests, and for other purposes, in
order to promote forest renewal and the continuous production
of timber on lands chiefly suitable therefor; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

Ly Mr. VOLSTBAD: A bill (H. R. 14226) to amend an act
entitled “An act to provide compensation for employees of
the United States suffering injuries while in the performance
of their duties, and for other purposes,” approved September T,
1916 ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FREAR: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 436) propos-
ing an amendment to the Constitution of the United Btates;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, SMITH of Idaho: A resolution (H. Res. 511) for
the consideration of 8. 4187 ; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. IRELAND : A resolution (H. Res. 512) authorizing
the appointment of additional clerk, who shall be under super-
vision of the Clerk of the House; to the Committee on Accounts.

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of the Legislature
of the State of North Dakota asking Congress to transfer the
tract of land with buildings thereon known as Fort Lincoln to
the State of North Dakota, so that this property may be used as
a State training school;-to the Committee on Military Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DEMPSEY : A bill (H. R. 14227) granting a pension
to Elizabeth Cummings; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FENN: A bill (H. R, 14228) granting a pension to
Henrietta Richmond; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, KEARNS: A bill (H. R. 14229) granting a pension to
David Bell ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

" Also, a bill (H. R. 14230) granting a pension to Harry M.
Davis; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. REECE: A bill (H. R. 14231) granting a pension to
Cordelia Kite; to the Committee on Invalid I’ensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 14282) granting a pension to Maggie Wil-
son ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, SNELL: A bill (H. R. 14233) granting an increase of
pension to Sarah E. Coleman; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 14234) granting
a pension to Barbara L. Houston; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

7205. By Mr. ABERNETHY : Petition of Oasis Temple of
Shriners, by resolution passed at the regular meeting at Char-
lotte, N. C., on December 7, 1922, indorsing and urging the pas-
sage of the Towner-Sterling bill providing for the creation of a
department of education with the head of that department a
member of the President's Cabinet and under and by which
the cause of education will be materially advaneed:; to the
Committee on Education.

7206. By Mr. CHALMERS : Petition protesting against the
passage of House bill 9753, or any other Sunday bill, as, for
example, House bill 4388 and Senate bill 1948 ; to the Committee
on the Distriet of Columbia.

7207. By Mr. FROTHINGHAM : Petition from 2,176 citizens
of the fourteenth congressional district of Massachusetts, asking
consideration and passage at this session of Congress of a
United States ship subsidy bill; to the Committee on the Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

7208. By Mr. KAHN: Petition of the California Club, of San
Francisco, Calif., urging that an antinarcotic week be pro-
claimed early in 1923 as a means of mobilizing all publie-
spirited bodies for the work of arousing the American people
to the gravity of the drug menace; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

7209. Also, petition of citizens of San Franelsco, Calif., urg-
ing Congress to extend immediate aid to the people of the Ger-
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man and Austrian Republies; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

7210. Also, petition of the Council of Jewish Women, Section
of San Franclsco, urging that an antinarcotic week be pro-
claimed early in 1923 as a means of mobilizing all public-
spirited bodies for the work of arousing the American people
to the gravity of the drug menace; also urging an international
conference on the nareotic problem, with a view to securing the
limitation by treaty of the basic production of peisonous drugs
which constitute a major menace to American life; to the Com-
mifttee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

T211. Also, petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance
Union of California, urging that an antinarcotic week be pro-
claimed early in 1923 as a means of mobilizing all public-
spirited bodies for the work of arousing the American people to
the gravity of the drug menace; and urging an international
conference on the narcotic problem, with a view to securing the
limitation by treaty of the basic production of poisonous drugs
which constitute a major menace to American life; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

7212. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of Ward & Tully (Inc.),
Brooklyn, N. Y., urging modification of the present immigration
law; to the Commitfee on Immigration and Naturalization.

7213. By Mr. MEBAD: Petition of members of Wurttember-
ger Schwaben Unterstutzungs Verein, Buffalo, N. Y., urging
Congress to extend aid to the people in the famine areas
of Germany and Austria; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

7214. By Mr. TINKHAM : Petition of the board of aldermen,
Medford, Mass., favoring an embargo being placed on coal
shipped from the United States to Canada; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

7215. By Mr. YATES: Petfition of J. T. Witt and 31 other
residents of Macoupin County, I, urging a policy of protec-
tion toward the Federal farm loan act and opposing all meas-
ures which might destroy its intention; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

SENATE.
WEeDNESDAY, February 7, 1923,

(Legislative day of Monday, February 5, 1923.)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the
recess,
' NAMING A PRESIDING OFFICER.

The Secretury, George A. Sanderson, read the following com-

munication :
WasHINGTON, D. C., February 7, 1928,
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, I appoint Hon. Georowm
H. Moses, a Senator from the State of New Hampshire, to perform the
duties of the Chair this legislative day.

ALBERT B. CUMMINS,
President pro tempore.

Mr. MOSES thereupon took the chair as Presiding Officer.
CALL OF THE ROLL.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the roll.
The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Ashurat Fletcher McKellar Sheppard
Ball Frelinghuysen McKinley Shields
Bayard George - MeNary Shortridge
Borah Gerry Moges Spencer
Brandegea Glass Nelson Sterlin,
Brookhart Gooding New Sutherland
Broussard Harrison Nicholson Swanson
Calder Heflin Norbeck Townsend
Cameron Johnson Norris Underwood
Capper Jones, Wash. Oddie Wadsworth
Caraway Keyes Overman Walsh, Mass.
Colt Kin Pafe Warren
Culberson Lad Phipps Watson
Lodge Poindexter Willis.
Dial MeCormick Pomerene
Dillingham MecCumber Reed, Pa.

I wish to announce that the senior
[Mr. La Forrierre] is absent on

Mr. BROOKHART.
Senator from Wisconsin
business of the Senate.

Mr. HARRISON. I wish to state that the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. RoeiNsonN], the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Hagrris], and the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. RAnNspELL] are
absent on official business, ]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-two Senators having
answered to thelr names, a quorum is present,

AUTHENTICATED
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WASHINGTON & OLD DOMINION RAILWAY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses) laid before the
Senate a communication from the president of the Washington
& Old Dominion Railway, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of that railway for the year ended December 31,
1922, which was referred to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

DEPARTMENTAL USE OF AUTOMOBILES,

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the Secretary of War, transmitting, in further
response to Senate Resolution 399, agreed to January 6, 1923,
information relative to the number and cost of maintenance
of passenger-carrying automobiles in use by the War Depart-
ment, covering the nine corps areas, the three overseas de-
partments, the Graves Registration Service, and United States
military attachés abroad, which was ordered to lie on the
table.

: PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution of the Legislature of New York,
which was referred to the Committee on Immigration :

Ix THE BENATE OF THE STATE oF NEwW YORKE,
Albany, Januwary 31, 1923,

Whereas the immigration Iaws enacted by the Congress of the United
Btates have operated so as to work injustice on many forelgn bornm
aspiring to be citisens of this country, to deny te the oppressed of
other countries the refuge and the opportunity which this country has
traditionally offered to the human race, and (o de‘in'lvo. this country
itself of that influx of law-abiding, industrious, and thrifty men and
women such as have in the past built up our industries and our
commerce ;

Whereas the most objectionable feature of such immigration laws
is the so-called “ quota " provision thereof:

Resolved (if the assem ﬁ concur), That Congress be, and it hereby
is, memorialized so to re the Immigration laws as to eliminate
therefrom such objeetionable provision and to provide a statute which,
while judiclously exeluding undesirable elements, permit of the

free immigration to country of those who intend by honest, ea
and worthy meansg (o take advantage of the benefits of our Nation
and its institutions.

Resolved (if the assembly t'mug. That a copy of this resolution
be transmitted to the Clerk of the Semate and of the House of Repre-
gentatives of the Congress.

By order of the senate.

In assembly, February 1, 1923,
Concurred in without amendment,

D. F. MULLANEY, Clerk.

By order of the assembly,
Frep W. Hammoxp, Olerk,

Mr. McCUMBER presented the following resolution of the
Legislature of North Dakota, which was reférred to the Com-

mittee on Military Affairs:
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA.
To all to whom these presents shall come:

I, Thomas Hall, secretary of state of the State of North Dakota, do
hereby certify that the following concurrent resolution was adopted by
the eighteenth legislative assembly.

Dated at Bismarck, N. Dak., this 3d day of February, 1923,

[sBaL.] THOMAS HALL, Secretary of State.

Concurrent resolution introduced by J. C. Miller.

Re it resolved the House of the Righteenth Legislative Assembly of
the State of North Dakota (the Benmate concurring therein)—
Whereas the location of the training school of the State of North
Dakota is Insanitary by reason that}ﬂortious of its site are annually
inundated by the Missouri and Heart Rivers, causing great financial loss
and being a source of disease; and
Whereas sald training school is in a mueh overcrowded condition,
having room to cnmfnrtuh!‘{ house and care for only about one-third of
its nt occupants; an.
hereas children of all ages and sexes and of varying degree of moral
and mental development are thrown together, thereby creating an im-
proper atmosphere; and
ereas there is an insufficlent amount of land in connection with
the sald training school for the employment of such pupils during such
time as they are not occupied in mental training or recreation ; and
Whereas the E‘operty now used by the State of North Dakota for a
training school is badly needed for other purposes; and
Whereas the resources of the State have n fmpalred by drought
and other causes of crop fallure to such an extent that it can not pro-
vi([t]a the necessary facilities needed for those requiring a training school ;
and
Whereas the Unlted States Government now owns and controls a
tract of land, with buildings thereon, known as Fort Lincoln, admirably
gituated for the purpose of a tralning school ; and
Whereas such land and buildings are wholly unoccupled and are an
(expense to the Government in the repair, maintenance, and upkeep
'thereof : Now, therefore, be it
Resolved by the House of Representatives of the State of North Da-
kota (the Senate concurring therein), That the Congress of the United
Btates at its earliest possible convenience take such action as is neces-
sary to the end that thls property may become available to the State
of ;‘o:;:h Dakota for the use thereof as a State training school; and
be It further
Resolved, That the secretary of state be instructed to transmit a
ecopy of this resolution to the President of the United States, the Presi-
dent of the United States Senate, the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives, nnd one to each of the Members of both Houses of Congress
from {hle State of North Dakota, immediately upon its passage and
approval.

Mr. WILLIS presented a resolution of the Dixie Chapter,
United Daughters of the Confederacy, at Columbus, Ohio,

favoring an amendment to the Constitution regulating child
labor, which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. NELSON presented a communication in the nature of a
petition from the president of the Mahnomen Business Asso-
clation, of Mahnomen, Minn., praying that an appropriation be
made for the relief of the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota,
which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

Mr. KEYES presented resolutions of members of the Brook-
line Federated Churches of Brookline and of the Manchester
District Conference of Olub Women of Derry, Goffstown, Green-
ville, Hudson, Hollis, Merrimack, Manchester, Milford, Mont
Vernon, Nashua, New Boston, Salem, and Windham, all in the
State of New Hampshire, praying for an amendment to the
Constitution regulating child labor, which were referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. TOWNSEND presented petitions, numerously signed, of
sundry citizens of the State of Michigan, praying for the pas-
sage of legislation extending immediate aid to the famine-
stricken peoples of the German and Austrian Republics, which
were referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr, McLEAN presented a memorial of sundry citizens of
Stonington, Conn., remonstrating against the passage of the
so-called Bursum bill, affecting Pueblo Indian lands, and urg-
ing the passage of the so-called Jones bill on the same subject,
which was referred to the Committee on Public Lands and
Surveys.

He also presented a resolution adopted at the annual session
of the Connecticut State Grange, at Middletown, Conn., favor-
ing the passage of the so-called Voigt filled milk bill, which was
ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a resolution of Camp No, 10764, Modern
Woodmen of America, at New Britain, Conn,, protesting against
the passage of the so-called Richmond bill, affecting mortuary
funds and elassification of members of fraternal insurance so-
cieties, etc., which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

He also presented a resolution adopted by the United Workers
of Norwich, Conn., favoring an amendment to the Constitution
regulating child labor, which was referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. LADD presented a resolution of the Drake National Farm
Loan Association, of Drake, N. Dak., protesting against the pas-
sage of the so-called Strong bill, amending certain sections of the
FFederal farm loan act, ete.,, which was referred to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

REPORT OF COMMITTEES,

Mr. McCUMBER, from the Committee on Finance, to which
was referred the bill (H. R. 10816) to fix the annual salary of
the collector of customs for the district of North Carolina, re-
ported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 1089)
thereon.

AMr. BAYARD, from the Committee on Claims, to which were
referred the following bills, reported them each without amend-
ment and submitted reports thereon:

S.1104. An act for the relief of Marion B. Patterson (Rept.
No. 1090) ; and

S.3894. An act for the relief of the De Kimpke Construction
Co., of West Hoboken, N. J. (Rept. No. 1001).

Mr. CAPPER. from the Committee on Claims, to which were
referred the following bills, reported them severally without
amendment and submitted reports thereon :

8. 2787. An act for the relief of the Neah Bay Dock Co., a
corporation (Rept. No. 1092) ;

S.3843. An act for the relief of the owners of the steamship
Kin-Dave (Rept. No. 1093) ;

S.4322. An act for the relief of the owners of the barge
Havana (Rept. No. 1094) ; and

8. 4396. An act for the relief of Eldredge & Mason, of
Malone, N, Y. (Rept. No. 1095).

H. R. 962. An act for the relief of the heirs of Robert Laird
MeCormick, deceased (Rept. No. 1096) ;

H. R. 2702. An act for the relief of J. W. Glidden and E. F.
Hobbs (Rept. No, 1097) ;

H. R. 4421. An act for the relief of John Albrecht (Rept. No.
1098) ;

H. R. 5251. An act for the relief of Ruperto Vilche (Rept. No.
1009) ;

H.)R_ 7322, An act for the relief of John F. Homen (Rept. No.
1100) ;

H. R.8448. An act for the relief of Joseph Zitek (Rept. No.
1101) ;

H. R. 9862. An act for the relief of the Fred E. Jones Dredg-
ing Co. (Rept. No. 1102) ;
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H. R. 9944. An act for the relief of Vincent L. Keating (Rept.
No. 1103) ;

H. R. 10047. An act for the relief of Frances Martin (Rept.
No. 1104) ; and

H. R. 10179. An act for the relief of Americus Enfield (Rept.
No. 1105).

Mr. CAMERON, from the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, to which was referred the bill (8. 4117) authorizing
the closing of certain portions of Grant Road, in the Distriet
of Columbia, and for other purposes, reported it without
amendment and submitted a report (No. 1106) thereon.

Mr. GOODING, from the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 5018) to au-
thorize the widening of First Street NE., and for other purposes,
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No.
1107) thereon. .

Mr, PEPPER, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 1290) for the relief of
Cornelius Dugan, reported it without amendment and submitted
a report (No. 1108) thereon.

Mr., SWANSON, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to
which were referred the following bills, reported them each
without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

H. R. 6538. An act for the relief of Grey Skipwith (Rept. No.
1109) ; and %

H. R. 11340. An act to advance Maj. Ralph S. Keyser on the
lineal Hst of officers of the United States Marine Corps, so that
he will take rank next after Maj. John R. Henley (Rept. No.

1110).
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED.

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred
as follows:

By Mr. HARRELD: .

A Dbill (8. 4491) to enroll certain persons, if entitled, with the
Choctaw Tribe of Indians; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. CALDER :

A bill (S. 4492) to amend section 4 of the national defense
act: to the Committee on Military Affairs,

A bill (8. 4493) for the relief of the owners of the American
schooner Mouut Hope; and

A bill (8. 4494) for the relief of the owners of the schooner
Blanche €. Pendleton; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. PEPPER :

A bill (8. 4495) to provide for the carrying out of the
award of the War Labor Board of July 31, 1918, in favor of
certain employees of the Bethlehem Steel Co. at Bethle-
hem, Pa.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SWANSON:

A Dbill (8. 4496) to establish a national park in the State
of Virginia (with an accompanying paper) ; to the Committee
on Public Lands and Surveys.

By Mr. STERLING :

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 276) proposing payment to
certain employees of the United States; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

NAVAL STORES TRAFFIC.

Mr. HARRISON submitted an amendment in the nature of
a substitute intended to be proposed by him to the bill (8.
1076) establishing standard grades of naval stores, preventing
deception in transactions in naval stores, regulating traflic
therein, and for other purposes, which was referred to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be
printed.

JENNIE TIERLE, ALICE EVARTS, AND CORA C. WOOD.

AMr. POINDEXTER submitted the following resolution (8.
Res. 435), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate be, and he hereby is,
authorized and directed to pay out of the contlngent fund of the
Senate to Jennle Lierle, Alice Evarts, and Cora C. Wood, daughters
of John L. Ridenour, late a private of the Capitol Police, authorized
by sundry civil act, a sum equal to six months' compensation at the
rate he was receiving by law at the time of his death, said sum to be
considered as including funeral expenses and all other allowances,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Over-
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed
without amendment the bill (8. 2023) defining the crop failure
in the production of wheat, rye, or oats by those who borrowed
money from the Government of the United States for the pur-
chase of wheat, rye, or oats for seed, and for other purposes.

WARE DEPARTMENT APFROPRIATION.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 13793) making appropriations for
the military and nonmilitary activities of the War Department
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other pur-

poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is before the Senate
as in Committee of the Whole and open to amendment,

Mr., BORAH. Mr. President, referring to page 106 of the
bill, T offer an amendment, in line 12, to strike out the numer-
als “ $56,5680,010" and to insert in lieu thereof “ $27,000,000.”
The.item to which I refer is what is known as the rivers and
harbors item, and the amount which I offer in liem of the
figures in the bill is the amount which was recommended by
the Budget Burean. '

I called attention yesterday to the peculiar way in which
the rivers and harbors appropriation item comes to the Senate
for consideration at this time. It is here in a single item in
the War Department appropriation bill. We are practically
deprived of any opportunity of considering or discussing the
separate items which make up the $56,000,000. But the point
which I now present is the question of whether we shall dis-
regard entirely the recommendations of the Budget Burean.

I am not opposed to rivers and harbors appropriations, as
such, in their entirety. I recognize that there are projects
which have merit and for which appropriations ought to be
made, but I think if there are any two propositions to which
the party now in power and responsible for legislation were
committed in the last campaign it was, first, to give the
Budget law a fair opportunity to demonstrate its worth and,
second, that of economy. As the President said in his address
to the heads of the departments some weeks ago, it is practi-
cally impossible to have economy in public expenditures unless
we in good faith undertake to apply the Budget law. Now,
I have not been a believer in the advocacy of the Budget sys-
tem to the extent of some of its advocates. I feel that the
responsibility after all is here in the Congress. But if it is to
be given a fair opportunity, now is the time to test our faith
in the law.

What is known as the MeCormick bhudget law was passed
about a year ago, and this is really the first test which the law
is to have. Strangely enough and peculiarly enough, the test
comes between the budget law and the rivers and harbors ap-
propriation. As stated by the Senator from New York [Mr.
WapsworTH] yesterday——

Mr. McCORMICK. The Senator from Idaho does not think
it is strange that the test should come there? Where more
likely would it come than on the rivers and harbors appropria-
tion?

Mr. BORAH. I should say, then, that strangely enough the
defeat of the budget law will come when it meets the rivers and
harbors appropriation item.

Mr. McCORMICK. That is more interesting.

Mr. BORAH. At any rate, we are now met with the propo-
sition of whether we shall wholly disregard the recommenda-
tions of the Budget Bureau when it comes to the question of
appropriating for rivers and harbors. The Budget Bureau
recommended $27,000,000.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an
interruption?

Mr. BORAH. Certainly.

Mr. WATSON. Did the Budget Bureau specifically state the
items of the appropriation and the amount for each? I won-
dered for what they recommended appropriations, or whether
or not they recommended a lump sum.

Mr. BORAH. 1 understand they recommended a lump sum,
and, of course, they made a recommendation after studying, as
I understand, the different projects. That is my understanding.

Mr. WATSON. I did not know but that it was in the report.

Mr. McOUMBER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BORAH. Certainly.

Mr. McCUMBER. Does the Senator understand that they
studied the different projects?

Mr. BORAH. That is what I understand.

Mr. McCUMBER. -Is there any claim that the Appropria-
tions Committee studied each one of the projects on which an
estimate was made by the engineers and considered the feasi-
bility and propriety of each of the projects?

Mr. BORAH. No; I did not say that the Committee on
Appropriations studied each project. T saild I assumed that the
Budget Bureau must have studied the different projects in order
to arrive at an intelligent conclusion.

Mr. McCUMBER. But there is no evidence here that the
committee studied any of them or exercised any judgment
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whatever in reference to the various projects. If there is, I
would like to get the recommendations which were made by
the committee and the reasons for the recommendations.

Mr. BORAH. 1 do not know what the committee did in the
way of studying the projects. I assume that in all probability
the committee did not take up the different projects because
the way the bill is now being considered they likely found it
impractical to do so. .

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BORAH. Certainly.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator will remember that the rivers
and harbors item is for the second time on the War Depart-
ment appropriation bill. Under the rules of the Senate, in the
consideration of the rivers and harbors items there are at least
‘three members taken from the Committee on Commerce, which
formerly had jurisdiction of that matter, to sit with and as a
part of the Subeommittee on Appropriations and also the gen-
eral Committee on Appropriations. The general Appropria-
tions Committee had all the estimates. The Budget had picked
out a list of items and grouped them together in one sum
and made a lump-sum recommendation; the eommittee’s work
is to take that recommendation for granted, unless in looking
over the special items whieh it constituted they deem it wise to
vary from the Budget recommendation. In other words, the

. Budget is taken at its best judgment, unless the Congress com-
mittees determine otherwise,

Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator will yield to me for an-
other guestion—hecause I am going to support his amendment,
but I want a little information on it—I want to know where I
can look for the proper information if I find that the engineers
have recommended $500,000 for Tadpole Inlet, and I want to
know why it is recommended and what they expect from it. I
am entitled to have that if I am going to vote upon the subject
of this extra $20,000,000, or even the $27,000,000. I may not
agree that Tadpole Inlet is worth putting in $500,000 extra in
dredging it, and so with many other streams, and so forth. I
wish some one connected with this legislation wounld direct me
where to find the information upon which I can exercise some
Jjudgment as to whether I should vote to increase it to $29,-
000,000 or reduce it $10,000,000 or $15,000,000 below the esti-
mates.

Mr, KING, The Senator must not ask for impessibilities.

Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator will give me that informa-
tion I shall be greatly obliged to him.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I will ask the Senator from
New York if he can advise the Senator from North Dakota as to
where he ean get the Engineers' report on these different
projects—Tadpole Inlet and others?

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the only Engineers’ re-
port with which I am familiar is the one which is printed in the
House hearings, which sets forth the projects and the amounts of
money which it is proposed to spend on each project under the
$50,000,000 plan. The Budget Bureau itself, in recommending an
appropriation of $27,625,760, does not recite the projects upon
which that sum in the aggregate is to be spent. It gives a re-
capitulation of the general purposes for which the $27,000,000
plus is to be spent, but not the list of projects.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator from Idaho yield?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. KING. May I invite the attention of the Senator from
New York to the fact, however—and it is a fact, as I am ad-
vised—that the engineers went before the Budget Bureau, Gen-
eral Lord and his associates, and submitted a statement asking
for over $30,000,000—indeed, seventy-odd million deollars, in-
cluding eertain appropriations for the Misgissippi River—and
the Budget Bureau had before it whatever data the engineers
had before them, and, with that information before the Budget
Bureau it made a recommendation of $27,651,000,

Mr, WADSWORTH. Just to make it absolutely aecurate—I
think I am accurate about it—I do not think the engineers were
put in the position of asking for the $56,000,000. I think they
were asked to submit a memorandum setting forth what sums,
in their judgment, conld be advantageously spent on the several
authorized projects. The Chief of Engineers first received rec-
onunendations on that point from all the district engineer of-
cers in actual charge of the river and harbor work in the differ-
ent parts of the country. Their recommendations came in from
each district. That was toned down in the office of the Chief of
Engineers, and finally the Chief of Engineers submitted the list
of projeets with the sums opposite each project which, in the
Judgment of the Engineers Corps, could be advantageously ex-
pended ; but they wére asked to do that.

Mr. KING. And with that information before the Budget
Bureau that bureau recommended the $27,000,000 plus?

Mr. WADSWORTH. It did.

Mr. McCUMBER. But even in those recommendations, do
the engineers or the bureau indicate the usefulness of each
of these several projects—the deepening or the widening of
Frog Creek, for example? Do they show how it will be neces-
sary, how it will help the Government, how it will tend to in-
crease our commerce, inland or with foreign nations? Really
that is the information that we want to get at. i

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President, of course there is no such in-
formation as that. If such information as that were re-
quired, that would cleanse and elarify the whole preposition
of river and harbor appropriations. If they were required te
show wherein a number of these projects would benefit inter-
state commerce or benefit trade between the States in any
way, I apprehend they would be unable to do it. In view of
the manner in which the bill is now being presented the Sens-
tor from North Dsakota will never be able ‘to obtain that kind
of information.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr, President, if the Senator from Idaho
will allow me for just a minute, I desire to say that all the
information the Senator from North Dakota has suggested
should be obtained is found in the report of the Chief of En-
gineers and has been available ever since last December. It
embraces two large volumes, which we have here. It is alse
found in the hearings before the House committee and in the
hearings of the Appropriations Committee of the Senate. Se
the data are all furnished there. Such * frog ponds” and “ tad-
pole creeks,” for instance, as New York Harbor will receive
an appropriation of something like 87,000,000 under this bill
Such insignificant streams as the Ohio River will also get
something like $7,000,000 of this appropriation. Those matters
are all set forth in the hearings, I could take time to refer to
some of the important ones if the Senator desired, but I think
that is hardly necessary.

In the first place, as the bill now stands, the appropriation
of $13,000,000 is intended for the maintenance of projects which
have been already adopted, upon which work has been prose-
ecuted for years, and which are to be completed. There ig also
an appropriation of $13,000,000 for inaugurating the work on
35 prejeets which were selected out of 200 projeets which had
been recommended by the engineers in December, 1922. Then
the work of improving such small streams as I have mentioned
constitutes a good part of the additional appropriation of ap-
proximately $30,000,000.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I repeat that there are un-
doubtedly projects which ought to be appropriated for, and to
which I should not offer any objection, but I think that all
Semators must agree that there are projeets always being
urged and often appropriated for which are indefensible and
which it would be impossible to show would be beneficial teo
commerce should the appropriation be made.

I have examined to some extent the reports to which the able
Senator from Florida has referred and they do contain infor-
mation, but there is not the information contained in them, so
far as 1 have been able to discover, for which the Senator from
North Dakota was ealling; that is to say, the information
which would show wherein and how these different appropria-
tions, with a very few exceptions, would benefit interstate com-
merce. There are appropriations for streams down which, in
my opinion, a duck could not float during a large portion of the
year, and as to which it would be impossible to show wherein
commerce would be benefited by appropriations for their im-
provement. There are some benefits to be derived from certain
of the projects, of course, and very little argument is needed
in their support.

However, I come back, Mr, President, to the point which I
desire to stress particularly, but only briefly so far as this
particular amendment is concerned. The amount suggested in
lieu of the figures now carried by the bill is the amount which
was recommended by the Budget Bureau. We must assume
that the Budget Bureau made an investigation of this subject,
and that it arrived at its conclusion after a fair investigation.
If we should assume that the Budget Bureau merely suggested
a lump-sum appropriation, without any investigation at all, that
would be the severest indictment which ecould possibly be
brought against the entire budget system. We must assuime—
and I am informed that that is true—that after consulting the
engineers, after receiving their reports, the Budget Bureau
undertook to determine what amount could be properly ex-
pended, and then finally recommended the sum of $27,000,000.

Mr. POINDEXTEL. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator
from Idaho a question?

Mr. BORAH. Yes, sir.

Mr. POINDEXTER. I agree with the Senator entirely
in his general attitude toward the sweeping and general
increase in this proposed appropriation, but in his comments
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on the Budget Bureau and on the principles upon which that
burmu-opedgetes T am very much interested in ‘the Senator's
view on the subject. ‘As I understand, the Senator from Idaho
takes the position that Congress and the Board of Engineers
ought altogether to subordinate their judgment as to the need
for appropriations. to-the findings which may be made by the
Budget Bureau after that bureau makes an examination into
the merits of each particular project.

Mr. BORAH. No; I do not take that position, Mr. President.
I recognize, as I have said time and fime again, that the re-
sponsibility is entirely here upon Congress; but I do say that
where the Budget Bureau has made a recommendation, -if
there is-a project which ought to be included which the bureau

did not recommend or if an amount should be included whichE
the bureau failed to include, the reasons and the facts ought

‘to be presented here in the report on this bill to Congress, so
that we might know why the exceptions should be made.

Alr. POINDEXTER. I think the Senafor’s view on that
subject is absolutely sound and correct, but my idea about the
Budget Bureau is that the point they are to examine into par-
ticularly is the resources of the Government. Of course, the

Budget Bureau is an undeveloped agency to a large extent, but!

‘it would seem to be its purpese and function to make some esti-
mate of what money the Government will have to exqend. It
oceurs (to me, however, that as to river .and harbor improve-
ments the Budget Bureau would have to take the reports .of
some other agency avhich swas better informed than the Budget
Bureau could possibly be as to what is needed, and then the
Budget 'Bureau "would determine how much they could allow
out of the total resources of the Government for that general

TpOSe,
The increase which is carried In this bill of some $29,000,000,
or whatever the snm may be, has been inserted In a lump sum,

and it comes to us, as the Senator has stated, without any in-

Formation as to the needs of particular projects. T tried to
get here the other day an appropriation of half a million - dol-
lars for an archives building for the Government. That was
denied becaunse the DBudget Bureau has not included it In its
estimates.

The Government is deprived of the means of preserving its
valuable documents, at a cost of $500,000, to begin with, for
‘the fiscal year, anéd yet the same body that denies that on the
ground of economy authorizes, without any information as to
«details, an additional lump-sum appropriation for rivers and
‘harbors of $20,000,000, and provided an appropriation in the
Agricultural appropriation bill of $500,000 to investigate the
“Food habits of bobeats and other wild animals, although if a
man will take a 10-cent piece of raw meat and offer if to a bob-
cat he can find out what its food habits are.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, T do not think T disagree with
the Senator from Washington as to his views about the function
‘and the duty of the Budget Bureau, but in the case of the par-
ticular bill with whi¢h we are now dealing in connection with
the item for rivers and harbors we find that the Budget Bureau
makes a recommendation of $27,000,000. The bill finally reaches
the Senate with more than double that amount, carrying some
(856,000,000, making an increase of $29,000,000, and that in a
lamp sum in‘an Army appropriation bill.

Mr. President, it may be that we are entirely mistaken as to
the work of the Budget system ; but, unless it is something more
than a scheme to give positions to a few men and place them
‘upon the pay roll and to be utilized during political eampaigns,
we certainly must pay some respect to the recommendations
'which it has made, and when we undertake to override its
'recommendations or to disagree with its recommendations the
reasons for doing so ought to be specifically set forth; the
justifiecation ought to be made a matter of record, first, in a
report, and finally by what may be said here upon the floor.

. There is nothing here to adyise the Senate as to why the
‘Budget Bureau should be overridden ; there is no evidence here
to show me why it should be disregarded. I am frank to say
that 1 should not feel compelled to accept the recommendations
jof the Budget Bureau if the evidence before me seemed not to
| justify the acceptance of the amount which they recommended.

Mr, SPENCER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BORAH. T yield.

Mr. SPENCER. If the Senator would examine the hearlngs
| upon this question in the House, I think he would find all the
iitems, the aggregate of which makes up the amount of the
{appropriation, definitely set out, with the progress that has
{been made upon the several projects, and with the amounts
that are necessary to maintain and continue them.

Mr., BORAH. I have 'looked at the hearings of the House
conunittee; I have read the debates in the House, and I have
tried to examine the matter as best 1 may; but it is all gen-

eralization. We might just as well put in a hundred other
projects for the same reasons as the reasons which are as-
‘signed there. They constitute the same argument exactly
which has been advanced with reference to rivers and harbors
at all times. 4

Now we are up against the proposition that, so far as rivers
and harbors are concerned, the Budget law 'is a dead letter.
There is not any more respect paid to the recommendation of
the bureau than if the recommendation had been made by some
unofficial body ; no exeeption is urged based upon any different
kind of a showing than would have been made without any
recommendation of this particular bureau. We have now .in
the bill twice the amount, as I have said, which the Budget
Bureau recommended, -and if there is anything in the House
hearings which goes into the details as to why the amount of
the approprintion should be so greatly increased, different
from the argument which is always made for a river and
harbor appropriatien, namely, that it is convenlent to have it,
I have been unable to discover it. I have a number of the
documents before me now, some of which I have examined.
But what is the Senator from Missouri going to do with the
Budget Bureau in an instance of this kind?

Mr. SPENCER. 1 think anyone who read the hearings
would come to the conclusion that the Budget Bureau made

‘their findings, not because of the emergent character of or

the necessity for the items, but because of the necessity, in
their jjudgment, for-economy, Where I differ from the Budget
‘Bureau is in this respect, that in the amount recommended
by them there is no economy; but there is, as perhaps I may
be able to show when the Senator has taken his seat, the
grossest extravagance. They are dealing with a subject that
meeds far more than the appropriation recommended by them
gives to it

AMr. BORAH. Mr. President, that argument eliminates the
existence of the Budget Bureau. If it is to be said that the

-Budget Bureau simply takes a one-sided or a narrow view of

the proposition, which is an inconsiderate proceeding, if their
recommendations ‘are to be set aside upen that ground, the
same argument ‘will always be advanced here in favor of an
appropriation, and we then come back to the gquestion, What
is the virtue of a recommendation of the Budget Bureau?

Mr. SPENCER. I understood the Senator to say but a
moment ‘ago that, if the evidence which was submitted to him
warranted the conclugion in his mind that the Budget Bureau
were wrong in their estimate, he would have no hesitation in
acting upon his information and not upon the recommendation
of the Budget Bureau. That is precisely the condition here,

Mr, - BORAH. I remind the Senator of the fact that there
is ‘mo such evidence, and of the showing that none can be
gathered. The argument which is adduced in favor of these
appropriations .is precisely ‘the same that has been adduced at
all times in support of the appropriations for these particular
projects. There is mno different strain of argument or any
different tone of presentation of the entire guestion. In other
words, the Budget Bureau has set aside and disregarded it
entirely, and simply says, “ We think this ought to be done,
and for the same reasens we have had heretofore” The
Senator will have to agree with me, then, I think, that so
far as rivers and harbors are concerned, the Budget Bureau
is unfit to deal with the subject.

Mr. SPENCER. I would not say that, by any means., I
think they are entirely competent to deal with it, and I think
their recommendation is rentitled, as it was given, to the
greatest consideration, but in respeet to this item I am  con-
vinced, as I shall endeavor to show in a few moments, that
the Budget Bureau did not begin to appreciate its importance.

Mr. BORAH. How dees the Senator account for that?

Mr., SPENCER. I can not tell, except that it is human to
EIT.

Mr. BORAH. It is human to err on the side of appropria-
tions in the Congress of the United States; that is a cer-
tainty. ;

Mr. President, our appropriations this year, I am informed,
will run somewhat over $3,000,000,000. Does not the Sena-
tor think that the guestion of economy and the question of
the condition of the Treasury-ought to be considered under
all circumstances? I have no doubt that the Budget Bureau
did take those matters into consideration. We have to con-
sider the amount of money in the Treasury, and we should
not undertake to appropriate more than is in the Treasury.
Indeed, we ought to fall below that if possible; but they have
to consider that matter, and they undoubtedly did comsider it,
and in the light of what they found they investigated these
different projects, and came to the conclusion that we could!
get along with $27,000,000,
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Mr. SPENCER. T shall be very fortunate, when the Senator
gets through, if I can convince him that the appropriation of
$27,000,000 would be ridiculous and that $56,000,000 is not

adequate. I do not express the confident hope that that wil
be the resulf. :
Mr. BORAH. T have no doubt that if the Nenator from

Missouri gets into operation properly he will convince me that
the United States Treasury ought to be located at St. Louis,

Mr. SPENCER. That would be a very good location.

Mr. BORAH. We will have to change our argument to the
voter about the Cudget Bureaun. We can at least afford to be
ecandid and admit that the Budget is only desired for dress
oceasions. If we increase the appropriation from $27,000,000
to $36,000,000 against the recommendation of the Budget Bu-
reau it will be very difficult ever to maintain an interest upon
the part of the people in the Budget Bureau hereafter. Indeed,
we have paid very little attention to it, apparently, many
times, but this is the most pronounced assault which has been
made upon it. .1 shall now listen to the Senator to see if I
have overlooked some of the evidence in this matter as to why
there should be an exception.

JOINT MEETING OF THE TWO HOUSES,

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over-
hue, its enrolling clerk. announced that the House had agreed
to a concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 82) providing for a
joint session of the two Houses at 1 o'clock p. m. to-day for
the purpose of receiving a message from the President of the
United States, in which the concurrence of the Senate was re-
quested.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Oppig in the chair), The
Chair lays before the Senate the concurrent resolution of the
House of Representatives, which will be read.

The Assistant Secretary read the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 82), as follows:

Rcsolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring),
That the two Houses of Congress assemble in the Hall of the House of
Rcpresentatives on Wednesday, the Tth day of February, 1923, at 1
o'clock in the afternoon, for the purpose of recelving such communica-
H::iu as the President of the United States shall be pleased to make to

Mr. LODGE. I move that the Senate concur in the House
resolution just received.

The concurrent resolution was considered by unanimous econ-
sent and agreed to.

Mr. LODGE. I ask that an order be entered that at 10
minutes before 1 o'clock the Senate shall stand in recess until
it has had an opportunity to be present in the House to hear the
message of the President and then return to its Chamber.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the order
will be entered.

WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
gideration of the bill (H. R. 13793) making appropriations for
military and nonmilitary activities of the War Department for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes.

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, I do not underestimate the
importance of the Budget system or of the recommendations
of the Budget Bureau, but I call the attention of the Senator
from Idaho to the fact that in the matter of the rivers and
harbors of this country the House differed in principle from
the Budget estimate as to what was necessary and, in my
judgment, the House was right.

We are playing with our inland waterways. The Budget
Bureau is of the opinion that we ean carry them along for
another year with $27,000,000. What are the facts? In the
interior of this country we have a great waterway system which
enables us to send the products of the farm and the factory
to the seaport practically by gravitation along highways which
God has made, and what are we doing? We are, and we have
been for years, hauling those products from the Central West
over the Appalachian Mountain Range, or the Allegheny Moun-
tain Range, and down again upon the other side, by railroads,
at a cost infinitely greater than the waterway transportation
would have cost, because of our failure to produce navigation
on our inland waterways. This appropriation has to do with
navigation.

I call the attention of the Senator from Idaho to the fact
that in 100 years only one main project in our whole inland
waterways system has been completed.

Mr. BORAH. How much have we expended in that 100
years?

Mr, SPENCER. We have expended millions of dollars, and
millions of that has been wasted because of the inadequacy of
the appropriations, as I shall show in a moment. 1 will take
that up right now, if the Senator desires.

Let us take the appropriation for the development of the
Mississippl River from Cairo to the mouth of the Missouri.
In 1910 Congress said, * We will improve that stretch of river
for navigation with an 8-foot channel from Cairo to St. Louis,
and with a 6-foot channel from St. Louis to the mouth of the
Missouri, and we will undertake a policy which shall provide
ﬁ!l,OQP,OOO in that 12 years, divided into annual appropria-

ons.

If that had been done, the Mississippi would be a navigable
stream nine months of the year from Cairo, where the Ohio
comes in, northward to where the Missouri River empties in.
But the total appropriation for that 12-year period, which
ended a little more than a year ago, has not equaled $2,000,000,
with the result that we have made appropriations annually
inadequate in amount, not sufficient to complete any definite
part of the work, and such work is done as is permitted by
that limited appropriation, and then the floods come, and
winter comes, and what has been done is washed away and
destroyed and has to be done over. That is how millions of
dollars have been expended, and that is what will be the
result if this plan is carried out again this year.

Mr. BORAH. Then, do I understand, as I said a few moments
ago, that so far as the rivers and harbors are concerned, the
Budget Bureau is utterly incompetent to deal with the subject?

Mr. SPENCER. I do not say it is incompetent. The Sen-
ator uses a word stronger than that to which I am willing to
subscribe. T say the Budget Bureau fails to estimate the tre-
mendous strategic importance in this country of our inland
waterways.

Mr., BORAH. If it falls to estimate it, if it exists, as the
Senator has said, it ought to be easily understood that thereby
they show their utter unfitness to deal with it.

Mr. SPENCER. I use the language that they are mistaken
at this time. The Senator can use whatever language he
pleases.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator knows they are much more than
mistaken. -

Mr. SPENCER. Let me call the Senator’'s attention to the
fact that in a hundred years there has been but one main
project completed in our inland waterways. The project to
which I refer is the one for the improvement of the Mississippi
from New Orleans to Cairo, where the Ohio empties into the
Mississippl. There have been little stretches, subsidiary streams,
where projects have been completed; and if this appropriation
goes through, my information is the main project on the Ohio,
from up around Pittsburgh down to where it empties into the
Mississippi, will be completed this year.

Mr. BORAH. That will be done, as I understand, if the
appropriation stands at $27,000,000.

Mr. SPENCER. I doubt it.

Mr. BORAH. I can not say; but from my information,
which comes from a very reliable source, that would be the fact
if the appropriation is but $27,000,000, and that the Dudget
Bureau had in contemplation.

Mr. SPENCER. ILet me call the Senator’s attention to what
results when we do complete a project. The Senator is doubt-
less familiar with the little project on the Monongahela, which
is a subsidiary coming into the Ohio. The Monongahela and the
Allegheny join and make the Ohio. Twelve million dollars were
spent in making that river navigable for purposes of coal trans-
portation, with the result that in one year after the navigability
of that siream was established $24,000,000 was saved in freight
rates through shipment by the water route over what the cost
would have been by rail transportation.

Mr. McCORMICK. Let me ask the Senator a question. Does
he mean that freight was carried or that railroad rates were
reduced by reason of the opening of the channel?

Mr. SPENCER. I mean to say that the freight rate on the
Monongahela branch was 15 cents a ton by the river and $1.25
a ton by railroad, and that the difference between those two
amounts in a single year saved to the shippers and to the Ameri-
can people $24,000,000, twice as much as the entire cost of the
projeet.

Mr. McCORMICK. Let me put my question to the Senator
again. Does he mean that freight was moved by water or by
rail after the completion of the channel?

Mr. SPENCER, It was moved by water.
ing could not have been made,

Mr. McCORMICK. Savings are alleged to have occurred, as
the Senator will bear in mind, in the case, let us say, of the
Hennepin Canal, by reason of the reduction of the freight rates,
although practically no freight was moved by the canal.

Mr. SPENCER. In the case of the Monongahela there was
an actual carriage of freight. The point I make in regard to
that, and leave with the Senate, is this: That whenever we

Otherwise the sav-
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come to the point where we are willing to deal with the inland
waterways of our country upon a business basis, and instead of
appropriating $56,000,000, which this bill carries, provide a hun-
dred million dollars a year for a certain number of years, we
will develop the greatest potential asset for the Mississippi Val-
ley that could be.

What is the Mississippi Valley? Broadly speaking, the Mis-
sissippi Valley is that part of our country which extends from
the Allegheny Mountains on the east to the Rocky Mountains on
the west, from the Gulf of Mexico on the south to the Great
Lakes on the north. The Senator knows, I am sure, because of
his great study in connection with things of that kind, what that
means to this country. Seventy per cent of all the agricultural
products of the country come from that section of the country.
Fifty-five per cent of the entire population of the United States
is domiciled there. Sixty-six per cent of the rural population
is domiciled there. The Mississippi Valley comprises 64 per cent
of the total area of the United States. It is the great grain-
producing section of the Union. Every ton of freight that is
carried upon the water saves 20 per cent in transportation cost,
as against the cost of carriage by rail.

Mr. BORAH. Where will we come out in that when we re-
flect that we are guaranteeing the railroads an income?

Mr. SPENCER. That is another question.

Mr. BORAH. It is another question.

Mr, SPENCER. It is another question, and the Senator will
agree with me that it does not come in right here.

Mr. BORAH. No; I think not.

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Oppie in the chair). Does
the Senator from Missouri yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

AMr. SPENCER. I yleld.

AMr. STANLEY. Do I understand the Senator from Idaho to
maintain that the transportation act guarantees a fixed income
to the railroads?

Mr. BORAH. I understand it gunarantees a certain percent-
age of income; yes.

Mr. STANLEY. I am afraid that to a greater or less extent
that was the hope, and may have been the intention, of some
of the people who wanted the legislation, but T do not believe
a careful reading of the provision of the act will warrant so
broad an assumption.

Mr. BORAH. Perhaps it is a little broad, but how much
have we already paid them?

Mr. STANLEY. But in revolving funds and things of that
kind we have paid several hundred million dollars. There was
$300,000,000 in one revolving fund. We have paid them billions
of money in one way and another. I do not wish to be under-
stood as advoeating that program. I am of the opinion that the
transportation aet of 1920 should be revised and amended mate-
rially. I am of the opinion that it does not go as far as a flat
guaranty outside of brief periods. Just following Government
coutrol, for a brief time certain roads were taken care of, but
under the broad provisions of the transportation act, while they
are allowed to charge so much, there I8 no guaranty that makes
that return assured. Many roads of the United States have the
right under the transportation act of 1920 to earn up to a
certain amount, say, 5 per cent, before their earnings are pooled
in various ways, but if the road dees not earn, the Government
assumes no obligation to pay it or to enable them to collect it
in some other way.

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, there can be no difference
between myself and the distinguished Senator from Idaho [Mr.
BoraH] or the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumser],
who spoke yesterday upon the matter about what it means to
this country to take care of its fransportation, particularly of
that part of our products which are exported. Sixty-nine per
cent of all the exportable products of the United States, agri-
cultural and industrial, come from the Mississippi Valley.
Eighty per cent of those exportable products, or more than
that, could be carried to the seacoast by water if we simply
made navigable the streams which are already there.

I refer again for a moment to the Mississippi River from
Cairo to the mouth of the Missouri, an essential link in the
inland waterway system of the country. In 1910 Congress said,
“We will appropriate in a 12-year period $21,000,000 in annual
amounts to make that section of our inland waterways navi-
gable,” What has been actually done? Those 12 years ended
about a year ago, and the aggregate of appropriations, becaunse
of the very attitude which the Budget Bureau is taking this
year totaled less than $2,000,000—playing with a subject that
has to do most vitally with the progress and prosperity of the
industrial and agricultural life of the Natlon.

May I call the Senator's attention to one other illustration,
and then I shall leave them. Congress announced in clear

terms what it intended to do when it enacted the railroad law,
indicating by the action of both Houses of Congress what was
the real purpose of Congress with regard to our inland water-
ways. It is the purpose which I think the Budget has entirely
overlooked. Here is the way it read:

It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to promote, en-
courage, and develop water transportation service and facilities in
connection with ihe commerce of the United States and to foster and
preserye in full vigor both rail and water transportation.

Now, there 1s a stream historle in its character which emp-
ties into the Mississippi River, which Lewlis and Clark ex-
plored generations ago—the Missouri. It stretches away up
into and through the richest part of the country. What did
Congress say about it? In 1912 Congress adopted a policy by
which they said with regard to the Missouri River, “ We will
appropriate $20,000,000 for making the Missouri navigable
from Kansas City down to where it empties into the Missis-
sippl.” There was to be expended $2,000,000 in each year. On
the strength of that poliey the people of Kansas City subscribed
over $1,000,000 and bought barges and boats to facilitate the
carrying of the freight which was to be carried when the river
became navigable. Not one single year since 1912 has that
$2,000,000 appropriation been made, and it is not provided
even in the $56,000,000 in the present bill which has been ap-
propriated so far as the House of Representatives is concerned.
Three hundred and fifty miles of that river are navigable.
Fifty miles of it needs attention with reference to revetment of
the banks and dredging of the channels, for that 50 miles
locks the entire river from Kansas City to St. Louis.

We have been playing with the subject of our inland water-
ways. Mr. President, if any other nation in the world had
waterways such as we have, would there be the eavil and the
hesitation about putting into them all that was necessary, for
what?—to make them navigable so that barges could carry the
freight that is ready to be carried at the cheaper freight rates.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. SPENCER. Certainly.

Mr. ASHURST. The Federal Government spent nearly half
a billion dollars constructing the Panama Canal, but no sooner
was the canal built than obstructions to our water-borne coms-
merce were placed there and American ships must pay a toll
of $1.20 per ton for transit. The Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Boran] during the present Congress introduced a bill to repeal
that provision of the law charging American ships for transit
through the canal, and it passed the Senate. Did the Senator
from Missouri vote for that bill?

Mr. SPENCER. I can not tell the Senator whether I was
here when that vote was taken.

Mr: ASHURST. A Senator who could make such an elo-
quent speech in hehalf of free and uninterrupted commerce as
the Senator is now making it occurs to me would have voted
for free and uninterrupted commerce for American vessels
through the Panama Canal \

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, may I say that there can be
no difference on this floor about the inadequacy of the rail-
roads to carry the freight of the country. In my State and in
the adjoining States in the last few years, before the war
mainly, there was grain on the farms rotting by the hundreds
of thousands of bushels because it could not be transported to
the market. During the past summer, with some of my associ-
ates here, T saw the waterways of France and of Germany,
many of them insignificant compared with the great avennes of
transportation which day and night are flowing through the
very center of our Nation. But every foot of those foreign
waterways was navigable, every mile was carrying the freight
of those countries at the cheap transportation rates by water,
while the United States, with a petential power unequaled in
the world in inland navigation, Is playing with the subject.

The Senator from Idaho said something about the enormous
amotunt of the appropriation, $568,000,000. I call the Senator's
attention to the fact that it is but little more in available
funds than we have had for the last two or three years, and
that sum has been absolutely Inadequate. For the fiscal year
1920 we appropriated $12,000,000, but we had $58.800,000
available in the Treasury to be added to the $12,000,000, so
that in 1920 there was available $70,800,000. In 1921 we ap-
propriated $15.000,000, but there was available in the Treasury
$37,500,000 which, added to the $15,000,000, made an available
fund in 1921 of $52,500,000. That Treasury available fund is
now gone. There is approximately a little over a million dol-
lars left in the Treasury as available to meet contingencies
or emergencies, so that the $56,000,000 in 1923 would not give
us as much money as was available there in 1920.

The Senator from Idaho also spoke about a lump sum as
against a definite appropriation for a vast number of projects.
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There is merit in what the Senator said, as there is always
merit in whatever he says, but I venture to say that as a
Nation we get a better result by letting trained experts deal
with the divisicn of a lump sum than to attempt to do it by
bringing upon the floor of the Senate a selection from a wvast
number of projects where trades and personal inclinations and
personal associations and geographical situations are very apt
to cloud, if they do not destroy, the judgment of the indi-
vidual Senator when he comes to vote upon it. We can not
in the necessity of the case know as much about individual
projects as do those who are devoting their life work to them.
Mr. President, £56.000,000 for a certain number of projects
is proposed. Not a single project was recommended in 1919
or in 1920. When projects come up for consideraion—and
every one of them has to do with the making of some stream
navigable which would enable the products of the farm and
factory to be carried cheaper than by rail—the department
divides them into two classes: First, those which are important
and strategie, and, second, those which are desirable, Of more
than 200 projects which the experts have determined were
strafegic and important, 35 have been incorporated in the
$56,000,000.
There were added in 1922 not much more than 12 per cent
_of those projects which are necessary for the transportation of
American agricultural and industrial projects; all the others
were laid aside, I said we were playing with our inland water-
ways, and we are. If we in this country ever come to the point
where we develop our waterways economically and system-
atically and regularly, according to a plan that shall be deter-
_mined upon and not varied from, our transportation resources
- will be quadrupled, and at a cost for every pound of freight that
is carried of from 20 per cent upward less than rail transporta-
tion.

I said or intimated a moment ago what is true, that the rail-
roads, let alone the excessive cost of railroad transportation,
are unable to carry the freight of this country from the place
where it originates to the place where it is ready for the mar-
ket or for exportation. Every principle of economy, of ef-

. ficiency, I was about to add of patriotism, in the develop-
ment of the prosperity and progress of our Nation stands back
of an adequate appropriation for the inland waterways of these
United States,

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President, as I understand the situation,
the Budget Bureau took into consideration all the matters
which the Senator from Missouri is so well presenting to the
Senate, but that it eliminated, in its conception of what ought
to be done, a vast number of projects which it was believed
would never benefit commerce in any way. Has the Senator
from Missouri looked over the list of projects which has been
printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD?

Mr. SPENCER. I have, and I do nof think the Senator from

~ Idaho is quite accurate in saying that a single project was
eliminated because it would not benefit the transportation prob-
lem of this country. As I am informed, that those projects
would confer a benefit was conceded, but the reduction and the
elimination were based upon an entirely different reason.

Mr. BORAH. What was that?

Mr, SPENCER. It was that, no matter how necessary or
desirable such projects might be, it is better to wait; and there
is merit in that argument. The only difference I have with the
Budget Bureau is that the Budget Bureau thinks that the
advantage of waiting is greater than the advantage of now com-
pleting necessary projects, while I think the economy would be
greater in completing necessary projects than in waiting. If
this appropriation of $56,000,000 shall walit, the appropriation
proposed to be substituted would not complete any project
unless it be the Ohio River from Pittsburgh to the Missis-
sippi.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator from Missouri says that he has
looked over this list, which is headed—

Amounts stated in the annual report of the Chief of Engineers as
those that can be profitably expended during the fiseal year ending

June 30, 1924, for maintenance and Improvement of river and har-
bor works.

That was put into the Recorp of January 25, 1923. Do I
understand that the Senator from Missouri is prepared to say
that all the projects named in that list are such projects as
would be beneficial to commerce if they were completed?

Mr. SPENCER. Without exception, every one of them would
be beneficial to commerce if completed.

Mr. BORAH. Then, I wish now to insert in the Recokp, as
part of my remarks, this list of projects, which is a reprint
from the Recorp of lmmnry 25, 1923.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, permission I gvatius

to do so is granted.

The list is as follows:

Amounts stated in the annual report of the Chief of Engineers as those
that can be profita Iﬂ expended during the fiscal year ending June

80, 1924, for maintenance and improvement of river and harbor works,

- Improve-
Localities, coh sl Maintenance.
g D P P el ST e [ 000
Bemly Harbok, Wil . it s i o $150, 500 |....... 'l.m’ L
%mmh Harbor, Mass.1... 51,000 |...u.ionrainnn
Eoiock BRI BIORE. o ca  e A e S i b e g s e 50, 000
dence River and Harbor. 835,000 |..unennniioaay
?.lock Island harbor of refuge. . 5,000 5, 000
lel.uck River. " 3, 000 30, 000
Connecticut River below H,url.fotd ..................... | 50, 000 20,000
Ducjlshndharhornfre:[uge TN PR Ss es 44,000
Bndgel)kort rbor 71,000 009
Y R S R I CI SR R R | 000
100
000

...................................... a‘}‘%

Keyport Harbor...._............ 10,000

8 10, 000

mawsbug g, A e R LT 10, 000

Delaware River, Philadelphia to Trenton.:........ccoo|eccaincionzaas 25,000

Delaware River, Philadelphia to the sea... 2,075, 000

Harbor utrefuse, DEAWETS BAY. .\ i b taesva kol b iaea s sae 85,000

Mantua Creek. . e eriaihd 10. 000 e cvuanerscrans:

R e e S e e R e RN R e e - 10, 000

Aparies BAYE <01 iiid e s T st e s 15, 000

Cold 8; 2 ARSI T NN B By T FA B0 VT THR SV T gl 25,000

etl... 240,000 |-=acanersseess

Chester R 3, 600 1,400

Wﬂ.mtngton arbor 1, 630, 000 100, 000

poahandnelawm(}nnal 500,000 |.esensannnsres

SmymnR ................... 18, 000 5,000

10,000

5,000

i

200

2

74, 000

6, 700

42,700

8,000

50, 000

40, 000

2,000

2,000

2, 000

12, 000

12,000

1 %

Trent River.. o 1, 500

Channel, Thoroughfare Bay-Cedar Ba % 5,000

L1 e i S ST e T e P S, [ SR R 7,500

‘Waterway, Core Sound-Beaufort Harbor 1., S0 D00 ) e R

Waterway, Beanfort to Jacksonville, N. C...cuvnevnnn]innianecencans 10,000

Harbor of refuge, Cape Lookout. . .....c.ceeesesnianacsfoonncaes : 20, 000

Cape Fear River at and below Wilmington 200,000

Cape Fear River above Wilmington. . .... 12, 000

Northeast (Cape ) B T e e e 4,000

T e e e e S N 2,000

Winyah Bay. . 40,000

Santee River and Estherville-Minim Creak Canal 4,000

Congares River. - o il 10, 000

Wa between Charleston and Winyah Bay. 18, 000

b e | et S e R IS R S LS e e oS 2, 500

Savannah o N S L W 460, 000

Savannah River below Augu.sta‘ 22, 000

Savannah River at Auguslx 2,000

SBavannah River above Augu 1,000

aterwa) 'Beanfort. 8. C —St ToNnS RIVET...-onnsloneeneoescnsns 4?,%
SEsssssssssssssRssssssssssnnssnsnsssslscsnasnnnansna il

*New pmjm
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Amounts stated in the annual of the r Engineers as those | Amounts stated in the annual report of the Chief of Engineers as those
;5:“ ﬁ@tgi%.'fﬁ?w capen n‘.uﬁug the year ending June ”ﬁafsﬁ?';‘:e mntt‘;bulgd expended ﬁm the r[aml year ending June
Localities. Tmprove- | Maintenance. Localities. Tmprove- | Maintenance.

St. Johns Rivu', Palatka to Lake Harney.
Oklawaha Rwu' ........................

Miami Harbor (Bisenyna Bay).

Key West Harbor
Kissimm

Channel,
St. Andrews Bay..
Choctawhatchee Ri

Port Bolivar

Anahuac
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PR LT o N R SRR

Cedar i - -

Ba
Credk.....

Tensas River and Bayou Macon1

Boenl River

nd Coldwater Rivers
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Channel
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Mississippl River, Ohi
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to Missouri R
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the mouth of thee Missor

ippi River,

lu‘.lmm River, Kansas City to
Missouri R.[var. Kansas C[ty to Sioux C1ty 1%
Missouri River, S8ioux City to Fort Benton. ..

Minn.t. ..
the mouth. .

River
&’:ggemad River below Nashville..

Cumberland River above Nashville..
Tennessee River, below Riverton.....
Tennessee River, above Chattanooga. S| A
Tennessee River, Chattancoga to RIVerton .. .......onn

iNew projects.
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Amounts stated in the annual
that ean be profitably

report of the
during the
30, 1924, etc,—Continued.

of Engineers as those
1 year ending June

Improve-
Locslitios. sient

iNew projects.
Flood control :
Mississippi River Commission $5, 990, 000
Sacramento River, 500, 000
Expenses, California Débrls Commissi 18, 000
Wilson Dam, T\ River 7, 60O, 000
%upcrrlsoi- New York Ihmﬂmr g S 897, 000
xaminatio surveys, con rivers a
harbors =) : 500, 000

Total 14, 905, 000

RECAPITULATION.
- $43,178, 130

For improvement
'y 18, 412, 280

For maintenance
For related subjects_ 14, 903, 000

Grand total T1, 495, 410

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, if my information i1s correct,
some of these projects are utterly valueless from the commercial
standpoint. A number of them have been debated at length
upon the floor of the Senate heretofore. Some of the most
absurd projects have been presented here as being worthy of
appropriatiens, and they are now back here again. As I under-
stand, it was with a desire to get rid of some of those projects
that the Budget Bureau made the report which it did.

Secondly, Mr. President, as I understand also, if the $27,000,000
shall be allowed, practically the same amount will go to the
Mississippi and Ohio Rivers that will be devoted to their im-
provement under the greater appropriation. How much differ-
ence would there be?

Mr, SPENCER. My understanding is that under the Budget
estimate the Ohio would get not to exceed $2,000,000 instead of
$7,000.000 and the Missouri and the Mississippi would get prac-
tically nothing. The harbors, which come first, would them-
selves exhaust the Budget estimate and the rivers get nothing.

Mr. BORAH. Very well. I am of the opinion that the Sena-
tor from Missouri, in the presentation of his view of the matter,
is not outside of the views of the Budget Bureau itself; that
they were not undertaking to limit or to eripple or to discontinue
the improvement of the streams concerning which the Senator
has been speaking; but the Senator from Missouri must know—
at least, I feel that I know—that interwoven in this scheme of
river improvement are streams, or what are called streams,
and bayous and lakes and other water courses the improvement
of which will never be beneficial to the plan which the Senator
bas in mind, and will never be helpful in the enlargement or

uilding up of commerce. It was to get rid of such projects
that the Budget Bureau made the report which it did.
| Mr. SPENCER. May I say to the Senator—for 1 happen to
know about this, it being in my own State—that where the Mis-
souri River runs through Saline and Howard Counties it makes
a great bend. The river now is within 200 yards of cutting its
way through and eliminating that bend, with the result that if
those 200 yards are eut through by the river the rapidity of its
current will make it absolutely unnavigable except at tremen-
dous cost. I kmow that the engineer department recognize the
emergency in that situation, but they have not the money to
protect it. It was 400 yards a year ago when I called attention
to it. Now it is 200 yards. The fact that it will destroy the
water supply of two counties and will do a good deal of damage
otherwise is incidental to the damage which will be inflicted
upon the navigability of the entire river.

Mr. BORAH. How much would it cost to remedy that
situation?

Mr. SPENCER. I suppose it would cost a couple of hundred
thousand dollars—perhaps $300,000—to protect the river at
that point. The engineers say, “Yes; that improvement is
necessary, but that is only one point out of hundreds of peints
where improvements should be made ; and that is all the money
we have; we can not do it.” I say to the Senate that the
856,000,000 will hardly enable them—in fact, will not enable
'them—to take care of necessary maintenance and improvement

of navigable streams. The amount seems large because the
‘Benator puts it in contrast with the $27,000,000 recommended

by the Burean of the Budget, but, as T showed, it is not as
large an amount as was available in 1920. It is grossly inade-
quate, rather than being superabundant.

Mr. BORAH. Well, the interesting part of this controversy
to me is that all these facts must have been known to the engi-
neers and to the Budget Bureaun.

Mr. SPENCER. Here is what happened so far as the engi-
neers are concerned: First, there came the estimates from the
district engineers who were in charge of the different projects
throughout the Union, who estimated, 1 presume with care and
conscience, what they thought was necessary for the projects
under their charge. Those estimates totaled millions of dollars
more than the Engineer Department here could see the possi-
bility of obtaining. So they culled them, eliminated desirable
projects, rednced estimates for maintenance, and did every-
thing they could to cut down the amount until they reduced it
to $56,000,000 as a minimum. Then it went to the Budget Bn-
reaw. The Budget Bureau is looking not only at inland water-
ways but is loeking at every other depariment of the Govern-
ment, and they said, “ No; considering the state of the Union
and of the Treasury of the United States and the needs of other
departments, we are not geing to give $56,000,000; we will give
$27,000,000.

Mr. BORAH. Does the Senator undertake to say that the
Budget Bureau, without rhyme or reason, simply said, “ We
will not give this because we do not desire to give it; there is
no reason for refusing it; these projects ought to have the
money, but we will simply, arbitrarily and without rhyme or
reason, cut this proposed appropriation in two ”?

Mr. SPENCER. I do not say that, because I do not know ;
but I do say to the Senator it looks that way.

Mr. BORAH. Then, if it looks that way, it is a Very severe
impeachment of the whele scheme of the Budget.

Mr. SPENCER. The Budget Bureau is comparatively new.
I do not believe, and I doubt if the Senator believes, that the
Budget Bureau have as yet any adequate vision of what the
inland waterways mean to the Central West,

Mr. BORAH. If the Senator will talk to some of the mem-
bers of the bureau, he will find that they think they have,

Mr, SPENCER. That may be so.

Mr. BORAH. And that they have made an honest endeavor
to arrive at a conclusion in regard to it. They have certainly
undertaken to get a proper conception of the situation; baut,
according fo the Senator, they are entirely incompetent to deal
with it.

Mr. SPENCER. I do not say that. The Senator has put
words in my mouth several times,

Mr. BORAH. No; the Senator does not say that, but he
proves it.

Mr. SPENCER. To the mind of the Senator from Idaho, per-
haps, but not to mine.

Mr. BORAH. I would submit it, then, to a Missourl jury.

Mr, SPENCER. I will say to the Senator he would lose,

Mr. BORAH, The Senator from Missouri has had great ex-
perience along that line. There is, however, no telling what
they would do.

Mr. SPENCER. T do not criticize the Budget Bureau: I
merely say that they have no adequate conception of the im-
portance of the subjeet of rivers and harbors. The Senator
from Idaho has been on committees and subcommittees again
and again in considering appropriation bills, and he knows
what deference is paid to every recommendation of the Budget
Bureau; but here and there a subject develops about whieh,
perhaps, the Congress knows more than does the Budget Bu-
reau, and in such cases the committee has said: “ The Budget
Bureau have not appreciated this project; that is an inadequate
appropriation; that must be changed.” This is an illustration
of that. Such instances are not frequent; every deference,
as should be the case. is pald to the recommendations of the
Budget Bureau, but, as the Senator intimated a few moments
ago, when a man’s judgment and conscience are clear that the
Budget Bureau, not so much from incompetence, as the Senator
repeats, but because of a lack of appreciation of the importance
of the project, fails to grasp what it means to this country,
what is the duty of Congress?

Mr. BORAH. The Senator and I are merely using different
terms to express exactly the same thing. I say they are in-
competent, the Senator says they are inadegnate,

Mr, SPENCER. I did not say they were inadequate.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator said they were unable to appre-
ciate the situation.

Mr. SPENCER. " The Senator is right; we agree perfeectly,

Mr., BORAH. If that is not incompetence, then I do not
understand the English language: but that is immaterial.
There is one thing certain, if the Senator from Missouri is
correct then so far as the Budget Bureau is concerned with
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reference to rivers and harbors we may eliminate it from con-
sideration hereafter.

Mr. President, I do not know whether there is any other
Senator who desires to discuss this matter.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr, President, will the Senator yield to me
for a moment?

Mr. BORAH. Yes.

Mr. ASHURST. If there be a reform which the present ad-
ministration has adopted which met with general approval, it
was the- establishment of the Budget. In this instance, how-
ever, we find an appropriation increaged in the sum of $28.-
. 964,150 over and above the estimate of the Bureau of the
Budget. Some Senators manifest considerable indignation
over such an unwarranted increase, but instead of arousing
indignation it ought to arouse, instead, their risibilities.

This river and harbor provision of this bill was prepared to
pass. This Congress is officially in extremis and it can do no
more fitting thing as a capstone to its discreditable record than
to reach its hands into the Treasury and squander $28,064,150
of the money of already heavily burdened taxpayers. One
discreditable feature of this item is that this unnecessary ex-
penditure is included in the military appropriation bill.

The President of the United States, I believe, would veto
thig item if he could separate this excess above the Budget
recommendations and approve as to the amount actually needed.
The Budget officials know how much money is necessary, and
they have estimated for that amount, to wit, $27,625,170.

The Senator from Idaho [Mr, Boran] is wasting his time
in opposing this measure. This bill is loaded to pass. The
“ gkids are greased ” so that this item will easily slide through.
Not 20 votes can be mustered against it under any circum-
stances. I desire to vote for the Army appropriation bill, but
I fear that to do so I must vote for an excess expenditure of
nearly $29,000,000. The Budget cracks and collapses when the
pork barrel rolls over it.

While 1 can not speak for the President, I know that he
wishes and hopes that Republican Senators will vote against
this enormous and unnecessary excess appropriation.

Mr. BORAH. I ask for the yeas and nays on my amendment.

The yeas and rays were ordered.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, if time permits I shall call at-
tention to a number of projects for which appropriations are
carried in the rivers and harbors items found in the pending
bill. I shall do this for the purpose of showing the lack of
merit upon the part of many of the rivers and harbors projects
and the enormous waste of money which has resulted from the
improvident, not to say indefensible, measures passed by previ-
ous Congresses dealing with rivers and harbors.

Under the commerce clause of the Constitution, which merely
gives to the Federal Government the authority to * regulate
commerce,” measures have been enacted by Congress which
have called for more than $1,300,000,000 to “ improve,” as it has
been said, and “ maintain” hundreds of small streams and
rivulets and bayous and creeks and so-called rivers and navi-
gable streams, and indentations along the seacoast, which have
been called harbors. It is too late to raise the gquestion of the
constitutionality of many of the acts of Congress dealing with
so-called rivers and harbors projects. The precedents estab-
lished by numerous legislative enactments are too numerous to
be challenged, and even if they could be successfully challenged
the inclination, indeed the determination, to follow such pree-
edents and to continue 'enormous appropriations—under the
guise of “ regulating commerce "—for streams which are un-
navigable and for so-called * harbors™ that have no commerce
is so powerful that all efforts in opposition thereto are fore-
doomed to defeat.

Congress has proceeded in the legislation which T have re-
ferred to upon the theory that the Federal Government owned
all the streams, great and small, all the creeks and rivulets
and swamps and rivers, whether navigable or unnavigable, to
be found within the various States of the Union. And the
view seems to have obtained that the authority of Congress
over the so-called watercourses was paramount and supreme,
indeed exclusive, even though such streams and lakes and rivu-
lets and creeks were intrastate in character. The view also
seems to have obtained that the power to * regulate commerce
was a mandate to create commerce, and was authority for the
Federal Government to provide waterways in order to create
competition with rail or other modes of transportation. Mr,
President, in my opinion the clause in the Constitution re-
ferred to has been perverted and legislation has been enacted
ostensibly under that provision of the Constitution which has
been an infringement upon the rights of the States and in con-
travention of the spirit and indeed the letter of the Constitu-
tion.

The regulation of commerce does not warrant the spending
the millions of dollars by the Federal Government, wrung from
the people by taxation, to construct waterways, dig out litfle
rivulets and streams, purely provincial and local in character,
or to construct revetments and other improvements upon
streams which are primarily important to private riparian
owners. Many of the streams which have been drains upon the
Treasury of the United States were not navigable and have not
been and can not be made navigable in the true and proper
sense. They may have served one or a very limited number of
individuals oceasionally to carry a few logs or small pieces of
timber for a few miles, but they were not carriers of commerce,
nor do they serve the public.

An examination of the hundreds of projects for which appro-
priations have been made by the Federal Government will con-
clusively demonstrate that they can not by the wildest stretch
of imagination be regarded as instrumentalities of commerce
or within the control of the Federal Government, but I shall,
if time permits, discuss this point later in my remarks.

I pause here to allude to the strong and {renchant language
of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Asmurst], who has just
characterized this bill. He denominated it as a * pork-barrel”
bill and a species of “ graft.” Undoubtedly his language will be
resented by some who look upon river and harbor bills as most
important and highly beneficial legislation.

Doubtless the Senator from Arizona perceives the difference
between legitimate appropriations for the regulation of com-
merce and appropriations which are devoted to furnishing em-
ployment to a large number of individuals who spend their
time in cleaning out little brooks and creeks and rivulets and
in wasting money upon streams that carry no commerce.
I have been somewhat curious to know where the term
“pork barrel ” arose. It does not need a lexicographer to tell
us its meaning, nor a diagram to point out all of its implica-
tions. It snggests legislation which is not for the public wel-
fare and ‘he general good, but rather measures which are
selfish and special and local or provincial, though they may
affect various parts of the country. The idea suggested by the
words “ pork-barrel ' legislation is that the legislation desired is
promoted by combinations of various groups or sections; that
it is not general, but selfish and improper and may not be de-
fended upon high moral grounds. I shall not attempt to con-
trovert the statements of the Senator from Arizona or further
examine them. I shall only ask Senators and those who are
interested in this suhject to examine the multitude of projects,
referred to in the repert of the engineers of the Army, which
are to be the beneficiaries, so far as inanimate objects may be
benefited, of the stupendous appropriation carried by this bill
for so-called rivers and harbors. In my opinion the record will
demonstrate that much of this sum so appropriated will be

wasted and applied to so-called rivers and harbors projects

whieh can not under any proper interpretation of the Constitu-
tion claim Federal aid.

But, of course, no efforts to reduce the appropriation of
more than $56,000,000 carried by this bill will succeed. The
recommendations of the Budget Burean were ruthlessly brushed
aside in another important legislative body, and this body will
treat such recommendations in the same manner. I do not re-
call, no matter how earnest and vigorous the attacks upon
rivers and harbors bills, that the slightest success attended such
attacks. The lines to be broken were too strong and the
forces defending too strongly intrenched.

So the motion from the Senator from Idaho to follow the
Budget recommendation will obtain but few votes in this body.

As I now remember, there have been one or two successful
filibusters against rivers and harbors billg, but the temporary
vietory only postponed the evil hour and subsequent Congresses
promptly made appropriations to meet the demands of the pro-
ponents of these measures. I remember that a distinguished
Republican Senator from Montana [Mr. Thomas H. Carter]
a number of years ago denmounced a reported rivers and har-
bors bill, and after holding the floor for many hours succeeded
in defeating it.

But it must be conceded that the rule has been that publie
buildings measures and rivers and harbors bills have cut their
way triumphantly and remorselessly through all opposition.

The Senator from Arizona, using language which so strongly
appeals to all classes, declares that the * skids have been
greased " for the passage of this bill, and that not 20 votes
will be recorded against it. That is quite likely. It apparently
is a very popular measure and will speedily receive the ap-
proval of the Senate. I submit, however, that it would be
wiser if the Members of this body would_ follow the recommen-
dations of the Budget and reduce this appropriation to the
figures submitted by the bureau. A careful examination wis
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made of the meritorious projects and of their needs. The engi-"

neers submitted to the DBudget Bureau the data which they
possessed, and .after ealm and dispassionate consideration ap-
proximately twenty-eight millions of dellars were reported as
the proper appropriation for the next fiscal year. '

Mr. President, I am reminded by a Senater who is near me
that the President of the United States will present to Con-
gress within a few minutes a message upon an important mat-
ter. As the Senate must meet with the House of Representa-
tives and a quorum is to be called before Senators proceed to
the House I shall not detain the Senate longer, but if opportu-
nity affords shall obtain the floor before a vote is taken upon
the passage of the bill.

JOINT MEETING OF THE TWO HOUSES.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, T make the point of no guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair)., The
Secretary will ‘call the roll.

The roll was ealled, and the following Senators answered
to their mames:

Ashurst Frelinghuysen McKellar Reed, Pa.
Ball George MeKinley Sheppard
Bayared  Gerry Melean Ehields
Brandegee Giass MeNary Shortridge
Brookhart Gooding Moses Bmoot
Hroussard ‘Harrison Nelson Spencer
Bursum Heflin VW Btanfield

er Hiteheock Nichelson Stanle
Cameron Johnson Norbeck Butherland
Capper Jones, N, Mex, Norris Bwanson
Caraway Kendrick Oddie Townsend
Colt Keyes Overman Trammell
Couzens ll{.jnﬁ e Underwood
Culherson } Pepper Wadsworth
Curtls _ Lenvoot Phipps Warren
 Dillingham Lodge ‘[ttman Watson
Ernst MeCormick Poindexter Willis
Fernald MeCumber omerene

M. BROOKHART. 'I desire to announce that the senior
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forrerre] is absent on official
business.

The PRESIDING OFFIOCER. Seventy-one Senators having
answered to their mames, a gquorum is present.

Tihe hour having arrived at which, under the order pre-
viously made, the Senate is to proceed to the Hall of the
House of Representatives to receive a communication from the
President of the United States, the Senate will stand in recess
and proceed to the Hall of the House of Representatives.

Thereupon- the Senate, preceded by its Sergeant at Arms and
by the Presiding Officer and the Secretary, proceeded to the
Hall of the House of TMlepresentatives.

ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES.

The address of the President of the United States this day
delivered before the two Houses of Congress appears in the
proceedings of the House of Representatives, beginning at
page 3212,

At 1 o'clock and 32 minutes p. m. the SBenate returned to
its Chamber and the Presiding Officer (Mr. Moses) resumed
the chair.

WORLD ‘WAR FOREIGN DEBT SETTLEMENT.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, out of order, T ask nnanimous
consent to introduce a bill to amend the act creating the World
War Foreign Debt Commission. 1 ask that the bill may be
read at length so that it will go into the REecorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah asks
unanimous consent, out of order, to introduce a bill. Is there
|ohjection? The Chalr hears none. The Senator asks that the
Lill be read for the information of the Senate, and it will
be read.

The bill (S. 4497) to amend the act creating the World War
Foreign Debt Commission was read the first time by its title
and the second time at length, and referred to the Committee
on Finance, as follows:

Er it enacted, «wie., That the first proviso of section 2 of the act
entitled **An act to create a commission authorized under certain con-
ditions to refund or eonvert -obligations of foreign goverments held
by the United States of America, and for other purposes,” approved
:E%brunr;r 9, 1022, is amended to read as follows:

“ Provided, That the setflement of indebtedness of the United King-
@om of Great Britain and Treland to the United States, recommended
by the commission and approved by the President, as set forth by him
dn a message presented to Congress on February 7, 1823, is hereby
approved and authorized, and settlements slmilar in terms with other
governments indebted to the United States as set forth in this section
lare hareby authorized 1o be made subject to the approval of the
President.”™
WAER DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
_sideration of the bill (H. R. 13793) making appropriations for
jmilitary and nonmilitary activities of the War Department for
ythe fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes,

Mr. FLETOHER, Mr. President, I'suggest the absence of a
quorum,

.L'Il‘he PRESIDING OFEFICER.
roll.
The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to
their names;

The Secretary will call the

Ashurst George Lodge Sheppard
Ball Gerry Mr(ﬁ'rrmjck Shields
Bayard Glass McEellar Smoot
Borah Goodi MeNary Spencer
Brookhart :Harrel Moses Btanfield
Bursum Harrison Nelson Sterlin
Calder Heflin New Sutherﬁmd
Cameron Johnson ‘Norbeck Swanson
Capper Jones, N. Mex, Norris Townsend
Couzens Jones, Wash, Oddie" Trammell
Curtis Kendrick Overman Wadsworth
l!::)ial i E!PB l'?f: z Walsh, Mont,
ms ng pps Warren
Fletcher Lada Pomerene Watson
Frellughuysen Lenroot Reed, Pa, Willis

Mr. BROOKHART. I announce that the senior Senator from
é\'isconsln [Mr. La Forrerre] is absent on business of the

enate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. BSixty Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present. The guestion is
on agreeing to fhe amendment offered by the Senator from
Idaho [Mr, BoraH]. :

Alr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I desire to say just a
word or two about this matter. 1 think it is very important.
At the same time, I scarcely think it is necessary, perhaps, to
extend the debate on it.

Senators have expressed this morning some anxiety about
what would be done with this appropriation of $56.000,000, as
if they were not advised as to the merits of the various items
which would consume it. I have heretofore mentioned the
fact that the report of the Chief of Engineers for the fiscal
year 1922 has been before Congress since December, and that
report covers all the items which have been heretofore adopted
by Congress—and which are under improvement and under
maintenance—and it shows the amount of commerce taken
care of by each, the amount of commerce moving over the
waterways and through the harbors that are mentioned in' the
two volumes of this report. Then, the hearings before the sulb-
committee of the Comimittee on Appropriations of the House
give the testimony of General Taylor, who is familiar with
all these projects and has been closely connected with the im-
provement of rivers and harbors for a great many years and
know precisely what is needed, what is meritorious and what
is not, and states his reasons therefor.

It would take a good deal of time to recite all these details,
and. I am not going to attempt to do it. I called attention ves-
terday to the statement of General Taylor before the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, which in a condensed way outlined
precisely what was contemplated by the Chief of Engineers in
connection with the recommendations which the engineers
have made looking to the improvement and maintenance of
these rivers and harbors. .

It appears from that statement that about $13,000,000 of
the appropriation will be required for the maintenance of proj-
ects already completed—projects that were adopted many years
ago, projects upen which millions of dollars have been spent,
and which unless maintained will go to pieces and the money
will be very largely wasted. A certain amount is required
each year to take care of the projects so that there will not
be a waste of the money, and that amount is spent only in
cases where the commeree is actually moving over the im-
preved river or harbor. Those items are all shown in the
reports of the engineers and in the list which they furnish
giving the names and the locations and the various defails in-
dicating where this money for maintenance is required and
will be spent.

We can net ignore the fact that unless these projects, which
are already completed, are maintained, eventually Congress
will be asked for appropriations for further improvements,
various channels will be filled up, various kinds of depreciation
will take place from time to time, and in order to avoid future
apprepriations to improve projects which have been completed
and arve serving the commerce of the country to-day, and in
order that the money which has already been spent may not go
for nanght, it is necessary to provide certain funds for main-
taining the channels and the improvements which have already
been completed.

That takes about $13,000,000 of this appropriation. Thirteen
million dollars will be required to begin the work on the 33
projects which were adopted by the act of 1922, It will be re-
called, and General Taylor points out, that for years past, and
particularly during the war, we neglected these lmprovements,
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Pressure was brought to bear upon our resources from other
directions. We had to prepare for and conduct a great war,
and our whole financial strength was required to take care of
the operations on our part and to furnish financial help to those
associated or allied with us in that critical and distressing
situation.

We neglected the improvement of our rivers and harbors in
the meantime. For several years we appropriated very little
more than was necessary to maintain the projects which had
already been adopted. We got into the practice of appropriat-
ing lump sums and leaving the matter to the engineers them-
selves, who were familiar with all these projects, who were
acquainted with the necessity and the commercial justification
in each instance, and who knew of the difficulties involved,
and who could estimate the cost in each instance with intelli-
gence and accuracy. We left it to them to take care of the
expenditure of these appropriations to meet the greatest need
and to serve the best purpose, and in fullest measure take
care of our commercial requirements respecting these facilities
for transportation. They are acquainted with the situation all
over the country, and in what better hands could we place the
expenditure of this amount, which has been passed upon in
advance by Congress, because we have not made a lump-sum
appropriation just as a guess. Before making any appropria-
tion at all, we had all the facts brought before us; we had
the reports of the engineers; we had the testimony in the hear-
ings; and we knew, in a broad way, just where the money we
were providing for was to be expended ; but we left the detail
of the expenditure in the charge of those experts who are
capable officials and who know the situation, because it is their
duty and their work to know it, and they are best informed
and best capable of making the proper and wise allotment of
these sums in order to serve the best public purposes.

We declined for years—from 1919 until 1922—to adopt any
new projects at all. In the meanwhile we provided for some
surveys in our legislation, for investigations and examinations,
and those were made. The engineers have made reports from
time to time in pursuance of the provisions for surveys made
in these appropriation bills requiring them to make examina-
tions of various projects specified and named in those bills, and
they have done that work and made reports, and recommended
favorably some 200 projects throughout the whole country. I
think there was only one instance, in all my experience here,
where Congress provided for a project not recommended by the
engineers, and that was-a case up in Michigan some years ago,
where Congress adopted a project which had not been approved
by the engineers. I do not believe there is any other instance
in the whole history of this work since I have been here, and
1 do not know but that it would extend clear back to the be-
ginning, where Congress adopted a project not favorably re-
ported by the engineers, and we have been doing this work for
something like a hundred years.

In my judgment, Mr. President, no money is expended out of
the Treasury of the United States for any purpose that is so
thoroughly safeguarded as the money we expend on rivers and
harbors. You may call it * pork barrel,” you may try to dis-
credit it; you may call it a trading proposition, or what you
may, but there is absolutely no instance where money is appro-
priated by Congress and expended out of the Treasury of the
country that is so thoroughly protected and safeguarded as the
money which is appropriated for rivers and harbors. Why do
I say that? Because, as I have said, the first step is to pro-
vide for an examination by the engineers. They will not volun-
tarily recommend, they will not venture to suggest, even where
they have the information, the adoption of any project what-
ever, and they only act when they are instructed to aet by Con-
gress. One house or the other causes an item to be put into a
river and harbor bill providing for a survey or examination of
a river or a harbor in some locality, and when Congress agrees
to that and passes the bill with that item in it, then the Chief
of Engineers, of course, has his duty to perform. He sends it
down to the district engineer, and the district engineer pro-
ceeds to make that survey or examination.

It will be borne in mind that the engineers are officers of the
TUnited States Army. They hold life positions, subject to good
behavior. They are not subject to any wire pulling or hauling
or political influence. They do not hold their positions at the
instance of any Member of the Senate or the House, or under
any conditions that make them subject to any sort of influ-
ence. Their business is to determine the merit of each proposal
from the standpoint of the Government. They look over the
situation. They see what the commerce is, and what the pro-
gpective commerce will be. They see what the commercial justi-
fication for the Improvement would be. They determine what
will be the cost to the Government if they undertake the im-

provement, and they report all that. That district engineer’s
report comes up to the division engineer in his distriet. The
division engineer examines that report and either agrees with
the district engineer or reports against it or modifies it in
some form, and it goes from him to the Chief of Engineers.
That report then goes from the Chief of Engineers to a Board
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, composed of seven officers,
none below the rank of colonel, as I remember, certainly not
below that of captain, experienced engineers and officers who
are acquainted with these problems and have had to deal with
them for years and years.

That board considers the reports which are sent up, and the
various indorsements on them, and after that board examines
all the papers, maps, plats, and all the data which have been -
furnished it, they may say, “ We are not impressed that the
Government ought to undertake this improvement.” They then
give notice to all parties interested and give them an oppor-
tunity to be heard. If they can be convinced that the Govern-
ment ought to make the improvement, that their report ought
to be favorable, very well and good; but those in favor of it
have to make & strong showing before them, and must satisfy
them as to the merits of the proposition. They must be shown
the commercial justification for the expenditure the reports
show the Government must make when they undertake that
project.

Finally the board reports to the Chief of Engineers, and I
think the Chief of Engineers usually adopts the report of the
board, because they have gone into the detalls. The Chief of
Engineers reports to the Secretary of War, and the Secretary
of War to the House of Representatives, and then for the first
time do we know the result of this undertaking, beginning
with an aunthorization for a survey by Congress. If the report
of the engineers is favorable, after consideration and study
and investigation by the distriet engineer, then by the division
engineer, then by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and
Harbors, then by the Chief of Engineers, passing it on up to
the Secretary of War, it iz a question for Congress to decide
whether in a subsequent act it will adopt the project thus
reported on or will not. Congress has never, except in the one
instance I mentioned of & case In Michigan, I believe, adopted
a project which was reported unfavorably by the Chief of En-
gineers in pursuance of these various steps I have indicated.

I would like to know where you will find in any department
or bureau of this Government such a thorough study and ex-
amination and unprejudiced and unbiased report made as a
basis of action by Congress. After that report is in, if it is
favorable, then it may be that Congress will still not adopt
the project, and in a great many instances they have not done
so. As I have just stated, out of 200 favorable reports made
by the engineers in 1922, proceeding in the various steps I
have indicated, Congress selected 35 as the most highly meri-
torious projects and adopted them—385 out of 200. We have
not had a bill since then, and there is no bill now pending
providing for any new project. The Rivers and Harbors Com-
mittee of the House does not propose to submit a bill at this
session to take eare of any new projects at all.

This appropriation is intended to carry about $13,000,000 for
maintenance of old projects, completed heretofore, and $13,-
000,000 for beginning work on new projects which were adopted
by Congress in 1922, after the various stages I have indicated
had been gone through, and after a favorable report by the
engineers, and after both Houses of Congress, with the ad-
vice and counsel of the engineers developing the merit of these
various proposals in the various hearings, decided, * These 35
are of prime importance, and we will adopt them and postpone
action on the others which have already been favorably re-
ported on by the engineers.”

What is the use of adopting these 35 projects if we do not
appropriate some money to do the work on them, to go on with
them? We may not necessarily complete them now, but we
certainly should begin the work now.

That is contemplated in the bill. We simply stultify our-
selves if we said in 1922 that we adopt these projects and au-
thorize their improvement and agree that the improvements
ought to be made, and then in 1923 refuse to appropriate the
money to do the work. That is what the proposition means.
If we reduce the appropriation from $56,000,000 to $27,000,000,
we can not go on with the work in any orderly, economieal, and
proper way. We may take care of the maintenance provisions,
but we can not go on regularly with the improvements. Some
of these are very important projects. Let me mention one or
two of them.

For instance, here is Plymouth Harbor, Mass. That is a
small project, amounting to only $£51,000 to provide for facilities
in the harbor which were destroyed by the work done for the
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Pilgrims’ Centennial. In carrying out the work done there they
practically destroyed the harbor, and the $51,000 is one-half the
amount required to restore the facilities. The other half will
be put up by the State of Massachusetts. There was a harbor
of merit as to commerce destroyed when we undertook to join
in the celebration there. The State is to put up half of it, and
the Federal Government is to put up the other half, $51,000.

Mr. NORRIS. How was it destroyed?

Mr. FLETCHER. The details are not given. I am referring
to General Taylor's statement appearing at page 163 of the
hearings before the Senate committee. I could look into that
somewhat further. Perhaps he went into it more in detail be-
fore the House committee, but that was the statement made be-

- fore the Senate committee,

In carrying out the work done there they have practically
destroyed the harbor, and the $51,000 is one-half of the amount
required to restore the facilities. That was General Taylor's
statement before the Senate committee. Evidently in earrying
on the work preparing for the celebration the damage was done,

Mr, NORRIS. The question naturally arises in my mind—
and it is very important now—how was it destroyed, because
if having naval vessels going in or having a sort of jubilee
would destroy it, probably it is not wise to keep it up if it were
s0 eusily destroyed. I think it is important to know how it was
that the harbor was destroyed.

Mr. FLETCHER. I can not give any more details than are
given in the testimony before the committee. I can not state
now the details, but will look it up later and see if anything
further was given in the testimony before the House com-
mittee. It may be that further information with reference
to it appears in the report. I just happened to have before
me the statement of General Taylor before the Appropria-
tlons Committee of the Senate.

Another new project was what is known as the New York
and New Jersey channels, which is a project for the deepen-
ing of the channels north, west, and south of Staten Island,
the channels surrounding Staten Island. The channel now has
a project depth of 25 feet and the proposal is to deepen it to
80 feet. Now look at the commerce that is involved there.
The commerce in the channel amounts to between 20,000,000
and 30,000,000 tons a year. On that channel are situated a
number of oil refineries, copper reduction works, and other
large industrial plants,

The chairman of the subcommittee, the Senator from New
York [Mr., WapsworrH], asked General Taylor:

What is. the cost of that ?rnject?

General TAYLOR, The cost of the project will be in the neighborhood
of $11,000.000. The amount carried in this bill is $1,500,000, That
is for the first year's work.

That project has been adopted, Congress said: “ We in-
tend to go on with the improvements, It ought to be im-
proved, The commerce ig there to justify it. The engineers
now say if they do the work they must have $1,500,000 this
vear. How can anyone defend a vote that refuses to appro-
priate the money for that purpose?

Mr. NORRIS. May I ask the Senator on that point if it
necessarily follows, if the amendment is agreed to, that the
work can not be done?

Mr. FLETCHER. Absolutely. It would have to be cut
down. If it is reduced, the engineers might not allot to that
project more than $500,000. The engineers would have to
readjust all of their estimates and perhaps leave out entirely
those which are not of commanding importance.

Mr, NORRIS. The engineers’ adjustmnent of the amount
necessary to earry on the work of the 35 projects includes
$1,500,000 for this project?

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes.

Mr. NORRIS. I suppose there are a good many others that
do not need that much money. This is one of the most im-
portant of them all, is it not?

Mr. FLETCHER. [ might say to the Senator from Nebraska
that in and about the harbor of New York over $7,000,000 of
the $56,000,000 would be allotted. We can not say that that
harbor does not require or need this sort of improvement. We
can not say that the commerce there does not justify the ex-
penditure. We must take care of the situation. There will
be something over $7,000,000 spent in the vicinity of New York
Harbor, and there will also be $7,000,000 on the Ohio River,

We adopted years ago the project on the Ohio River to build
the dams there. During the war we practically laid aside that
work, because, in the first place, it was too expensive and the
difficulty of getting material and labor, hampered as we were,
was such that we practically held up the work there. That
work ought to be completed. We have all agreed on that.
Congress has over and over agaln declared in favor of the

importance of the Ohio River project. The engineers are in a
position to spend between $7,000,000 and $8,000,000 this year
on the Ohio River, and they will soon have the work completed,
This bill takes care of that project for the coming year. If we
reduce the appropriation any at all, the engineers would have
to make a proportionate reduction on the Ohio River, in all

_probability,

G M:. NEW. Mr, President, may I ask the Senator a ques-
on?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Wintis in the chair),
gﬂes 1Ehe Senator from Florida yield to the Senator from In-

ana

Mr. FLETCHER. Certainly.

Mr. NEW. What would require a lessening pf the estimate
of $7,000,000 to be expended on the Ohio River, provided the
amendment prevails?

Mr. FLETCHER. I will say to the Senator that that is
going to depend upon how the engineers will be able to work
out the problems. They would then have to readjust all of
their estimates and figures. Having so much money, they
would have o cut their suit according to their cloth. What
reduction would take place on the Ohio can probably be arrived
at in a very simple way. Eight million dollars is to $56,000,000
as so many million dollars would be to $42,000,000 or $27,000,000
or whatever the amount might be. It would have to be caleu-
lated in that way I presume. The enigneers would have to
determine that, and certainly they would have to reduce their
constructive plans and their work on the Ohio River if we did
not give them the full amount of money necessary to carry it on.
There are no ife and ands about it. They can not take things
out of the air and off of the trees and bushes and put them
together and build dams across rivers. It takes money to do
that. If we deny them all the money they need, they can not
bulld the dams.

Mr. NEW. T do not want to trespass on the Senator’s time,
but I have something to say with reference to that matter. 1
shall not, however, interrupt him at present,

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 am perfectly willing to yield to the
Senator. I am anxious to give the Senator the best informa-
tion I can on the subject. I can not specify what particular
projects would be entirely neglected or postponed; that is to
say, when the engineers are given only $27,000,000 or $37,-
000,000, or when any reduction is made from $56,000,000, they
would have then to determine whether they would do any work
at all on certain projects. They might quit certain projects en-
tirely and not spend a cent on them, and put the money on the
Ohio River. They might practically concentrate their work in
that way on New York Harbor and the Ohio River., The
$£14,000,000 allotted to those two projects might be spent there,
but they are not llkely to do that, I think. I imagine what
they would do would be perhaps to postpone any work on some
existing projects already adopted and perhaps under way,
awaiting further appropriations, and spend the money where
they thought there is the greatest necessity for it; or else they
may try to apportion it over the entire number of projects as
named in the hearings. At any rate, they have to determine
what is best to do with the money that they have, and that is
sure to be a very difficult problem. We know now what they
will do with it if they are glven the full amount, because they
have said it before the committees and in their report. We
know exsactly what they would do with the $56,000,000, but we
do not know what they can do if we reduce it to $27,000,000 or
$37,000,000 or make any other reduction.

With reference to the project in New York I read from the
hearings further, as follows:

Senator WapsworTH. That is the amount that would be allotted to
that project?

General Taxvor, That is the amount which is included In the ilems
which make up $£56,000,000. We have been urged very strongly by the
commercial interests around Staten Island that that amount is wholly
insufficient. They belleve that there sghould be at least $3,000,000
allotted to it, and 1 presume there will be very strong arguments made.
I do not know Jjust what the final amount recommended will be, bnt
if the full amount of $56,000,000 is allowed, it will probably not be
less than ﬂ,ﬁ ,000, and possibly more, if we can find other places
that can reduced without seriously interfering with the other
projects.

If we do not give them $56,000,000 they probably will use
£500,000 or they might not begin the work at all, but use the
money somewhere else.

So it is all the way through the projects. The extension of
the sea wall at Galveston Harbor is another very important
piece of work that ought to be done,

Mr. NORRIS. I would llke to ask the Senator about that
work. How far has it progressed? What, if any, would be the
danger that would be brought about if the entire amount asked
for was not expended next year?
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Mr. FLETCHER. If they do not complete it, a storm may
come up and completely destroy all they have done. They have
only built a part of the wall. It can be readily understood that
where a wall that is intended to protect a great harbor i,p_; only
partially completed and a storm comes like the one that did the
damage before, it would sweep around the end of the incom-
pleted wall and destroy the whole work.

Mr. NORRIS. That might happen, anyway, if the wall was
eompleted, because even when it is completed it will have an end
and the water could go around it. y

Mr. FLETCHER. It might, but it is not at all probable.
Here is what General Taylor had to say about the Galveston
project:

General TAyLor. That is one of the new projects adopted by the last
legislative bill. - 3

Galveston is subject to periodieal tropical gtorms which cause a pil ng
up of the water in Galveston Bay. In the storm of 1900 it reached 1
feet above the mean Guif level and flooded the peninsula extending out
from the city and flooded the city; but since that time they have bailt
a seq wall to proteet the city and filled in.

A project was adopted by Conmgress for extending the sea wall bullt
by the city for the protection of the city out to the channel.

It was antieipated when that project was adopted that a certain
amonnt of the wall would be built in connection with fortification con-
struetion, but since the project was adopted the fortification plans have
been changed, so it is no longer necessary to build any fortification
there and, consequently, that mueh of the sea wall has been left un-
constructed.

There is now 2,860 feet of the wall still left to be built. The result
of it will be that if we should have another storm, instead of having
that long peninsula some 3 miles long for the water to flow over, with
a flow of moderate veloeity, the water will be forced through the chan-
nel and over this short section of the spit, which is still left unpro-
tected, with the practically certain result that there will be great
scouring action take place, with the chance of scouring a channel south
of the i&tt and with the possibility of elosing the channels, and with
the probability that the material will be deposited so as to close the
port of Galveston.

That is the danger. -

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator will permit me, T would like to
ask another question. I am not interrogating the Senator with
anything but the very best of intentions.

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 appreciate that.

Mr. NORRIS. I know that the Senator is familiar with these
various projects and has given them study. I think the Senate
ought to know something of the details before it can vote in-
telligently. i

1 am only asking these questions for the purpose of enlight-
enment, I will say to the Senator. How much of the $56,000,000,
if that be allowed, have the engineers allocated to Galveston?

Mr. FLETCHER. I am glad to be able to answer the Sena-
tor’s question. I have never been to Galveston in my life; I
have been to very few of these harbors and can not give testi-
mony based on personal knowledge as to the conditions; I
have to be governed very largely and almost entirely by the
testimony before the committee where we try to get at the
facts, by the reports of the engineers, and by the statements of
people who know. 8o 1 fird, very fortunately, as was pointed
out a minute ago, with reference to the sea wall at Galveston,
just what General Taylor says on that subject right at hand
here. His statement is as follows:

We regard that project as of so much importance that T know we
will recommend to the Secretary the allotment of the full amount of

670,000 necessary to complete the project, whatever the amount of
he apipmprlation may be, There can be no question as to the absolute
necessity of that money being provided and that work being done at
once.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Florida
now yield further?

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator will observe from the testimony
of General Taylor, which he has just quoted, that if only
$27,000,000 were appropriated that project, if General Taylor's
recommendations were to be followed, would be completed. It
will take less than $1,000,000 to complete it, and that project
will be completed regardless of the amount appropriated in
the bill.

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 am pointing out, first, the merit of these
projects which we adopted in 1922; but 1 infer that what the
Senator from Nebraska has stated is correct; that the Engineer
Corps will recommend to the Secretary of War—and I have no
doubt the Secretary will do what they recommend—that he
allot $670,000 for the work at Galveston, whatever the appro-
priation may be; that is, of course, if it exceeds the $13,000.000
which is to be devoted to maintenance work, as undoubtedly it
will, for it is proposed in no event to make the appropriation
less than $27,000,000, and I infer if an appropriation of $27,-
000,000 is provided that they will ask for $670,000 to complete
the work at Galveston for the reasons they have given; and I
think they ought to do so. : .

-

Mr. NORRIS. I agree with the Senator. It seems to me
that an improvement like that which has been partially finished
ought to be completed.

Mr. FLETCHER. What is the result of that? If they give
Galveston $670,000, the total amount of their recommendation,
which it is, then, of course, they can not give the Ohio River
or New York Harbor all they require, because they will not
have the money with which to do it, for after deducting the
$670,000 to complete the work at Galveston there will not be left
sufficient money to go around. Therefore the other projects
must go without improvement for the present to that extent,
and so on as to other specific projects.

In this same testimony General Taylor refers to the Ohio
River., I will not take time to read his statement in reference
to that. Then he refers to the lower Missourl and——

Mr. NORRIS. I do not wish to interfere with what the
Senator from Florida desires to say, as he has outlined his
remarks, but he is passing over some matters which I think
would be interesting——

Mr. FLETCHER. Very well, we will recur to the Ohio. For
instance, the next item which is mentioned in this testimony
is the Ohio River. The Senator from Washington [Mr. Joxes]
asked this question, which is guite material:

Let me ask you for your judgment as a result of your experience.
Do you find that you get more benefit and work for the money appro-
priated in this way than you did when it was appropriated so much
for each specific project?

Now we come to the question of a lump-sum appropriation,
which is a very material question. General Taylor says:

General Taynor. Very much better results. The money is used to a
very much better advantage. For instance, last year we had the best
year for work on the Ohio River that we have ever hadl. Ordinarily
we wonld not think of being able to use more than $5,000,000.

Senator JOXES. As a matter of fact, you have not been able to get
more than that amount of money for that project, have you?

General TAYLor. No, sir: we never have. But last year we allotted
in the neighborhood of f?,soo,om for that work, and we made better
progress in the work las ear than we have mad’e in many years. L

Senator WapsworTH, How much would be allowed for the Ohio
River under this $56,000,000 appropriation?

General Tayrnor. We plan on $7,000,000. If we have as
year for work this year as we had last year we will use ?7.000. .

Senator WapsworTH. How far toward completion will that bring
you ¥

General TAYLOR. The different dams are in different stages of com-

letion. The total project provides for 54 dams. Of those 54, 37 are
n G%Gl‘ation, 9 are under construction, and 8 have not been com-
menced.

We would plan on commencing probably about three next year. The
dams that are not commenced are nearly all in the lower river, and
we find it very difficult to get contractors to bid on the work in the
lower river because the conditions for work are so very uncertain.

I.Et’ri;nator FLETCHER. And you will probably have to do that your-
Bell !

General TAYLOR. We expect to have to do that all by hired labor.

There are two or three gquestions still unsettled which have to be
settled before the work is finally completed, one of which is the possi-
bility of power development at Louisville.

There iz one place where there is a possibility of power
development of the Ohio River, and that is at Louisville. If
certain negotiations are carried through, if certain plans are
carried into effect which the peopleshave under consideration
for developing water power at Louisville, they will probably
be required to build the dam for power purposes and to re-
lieve the Government of that expense. They may build the
dam so high that it may not be necessary to build another
dam across the river farther up. So we may be entirely re-
lieved of the building of two of the remaining eight dams
which are uncommenced on the Ohio River. This appropria-
tion leaves those two out of the ecalculation for the present.
That is the situation on the Ohio. It would seem fto be a
pity to deny the amount that it is estimated will be necessary
to do the work which can be done next year on that great
undertaking.

Mr. NORRIS.
at that point?

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 yield to the Senator.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not believe that it would be wise where
a dam, for instance, like one of the dams on the Ohio River,
is in the course of construction to stop work on it unless for
some reason it was Intended to abandon it entirely; I agree
with the Senator as to that; but what I am trying to find
out as the Senator goes along is what will happen if the pro-
posed appropriation of $56,000,000 should be reduced. It seems
that without damage, without injury, we could cut down the
allotment for the improvement of the Ohio River, because
General Taylor says that next year they expect to make an
allotment for three new dams that have not been commenced.
It would be better if we could build the dams right away;
I concede that; but we have to economize; we can not do a
the work at once, and there would be no injury to the existing
work If no more than a suflicient amount were allocated to

ood a
gOOO

Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me
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the Ohio River to keep the work going which has been com-
menced. It seems to me there might be a reduction in that
instance. It would not be a desirable one, I will admit, for
it is better always to complete such projects as soon as they
can be completed: but we have not the money to do everything
at once, and if we wanted to save some money and avoid making
such a heavy appropriation, here is one place where I think
the Senator himself by his explanation has shown there might
he some reduction without any damage or injury., -

Mr. FLETCHER. I think if we reduce the appropriation
the engineers will be obliged to deny to the Ohio River a part
of what they expected to be able to spend on it and could spend
on it, namely $7,000,000. They probably would reduce that to
$5,000,000. Of course, the Senator realizes that while any of
the dams remain uncompleted the Ohio River is only as deep
as it is below those dams, no matter how deep it is made above
them; in other words, the river is only fit for navigation
according to its lowest depth at any one point in the river.
We have not accomplished much by deepening the channel of
the river if we do not continue the improvement on down to
its mouth. That is one reason why we ought to go on, it seems
to me, and complete all the dams on the Ohio River and thereby
finish the project. We adopted the project in 1910; we have
spent $48,080,000 on it; we are getting now pretty close fo the
end of it; but what we have spent will not count for much
unless we complete it, and the sooner we complete it, it seems
to me, the better it will be. It appeals to me also that that is
the wisest course to pursue.

Mr. NORRIS. Let me ask the Senator about the navigation
of the Ohio River. How many months in the year is the
streanm navigable? It is closed a part of the time during the
cold weather, I presume, is it not?

Mr. FLETCHER. I presume likely it is. The purpose is to
make, a8 a minimum, a 9-foot channel throughout the length
of the river.

Mr. NORRIS. If the Ohio River had a 9-foot channel, there
would be a 9-foot channel to New Orleans from the point on
the Ohio where the 9-foot channel commenced, would there not?

Mr. FLETCHER. That is brought out in this very hearing,
from which I quote as follows:

Senator WAapsworTiH. When the Ohio River
will be the average depth of the chanmel?

General TAvLor, A minimum depth of 9 feet.

Senator FLETCHER. From Pittsburgh?
General TayLog. From Plttsburgh all the way to the mouth.

That is, a minimum of 9 feet. At present I presume they
have not over 4 feet in certain portions of the river.

Mr. NORRIS. @General Taylor means the mouth of the
Ohio River, I presume.

Mr. FLETCHER. = Yes; the mouth of the Ohio.

Mr. NORRIS. Now let me ask the Senator a further ques-
tion there. From the mouth of the Ohio, where it enters into
the Mississippi, and from there to the mouth of the Mississippi
there is already a 9-foot channel, is there not?

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; and more.

Mr, NORRIS. So thaé the completion of the improvement
would really mean a 9-foot channel from Pittsburgh to New
Orleans?

Mr. FLETCHER.

that.
- Mr. President, I do not want to appear as dwelling too much
on details, but I feel very strongly that it would be a great
mistake to reduce this appropriation. To be sure, the Con-
gress have not felt bound by the recommendations of the Budget
Bureau; but that is perfectly legitimate, for it is in the prov-
ince of Congress to say whether or not they believe that the
Bureau of the Budget knows more about rivers and harbors
than do the engineers of the War Department. The House evi-
dently believed the engineers knew more about the needs of
the country concerning the development and the improvement
of rivers and harbors and the expense Involved and the justi-
fication for that expense than did the Bureau of the Budget,
So when the bill was reported the committee exceeded the
Budget recommendation by $10,000,000; when the bill came
upon the floor of the House the amount was increased from
$£37,000,000 to $56,000,000; and the bill comes here with that
having been done in the other body. All that we are doing
now is accepting the action of the House. We are not increas-
ing this appropriation at all. The Appropriations Committee
of the Senate reports the bill just as it came from the House
respecting this item, and it is a question whether the Senate
will pass the bill as it came from the House or modify it, as
may be indieated.

Those who are proposing this reduction are against this sort
of expenditure. They have been all along; but I take it they

project is finished, what

Precisely; the Senator is correct about

will not undertake to reverse the policy of this Government,
which has been in effect for a hundred years, that the obliga-
tion and duty of the Government is to take care of these high-
ways of commerce over which the Government has jurisdiction.
The States can not do it, individuals can not do it, because
these are navigable waters under the control and jurisdiction
of the Federal Government. Now it is proposed to reduce this
expenditure to an amount which will be ineffective, and will not
carry out that policy which has been adopted by Congress, and
which can only be put into effect by certain expenditures of
public funds. That provision is made here in the House bill.
Those who propose to reduce it will eripple the whole work,
?‘? that we had almost as well not make any attempt to carry
on.

Mr, KING and Mr., NEW addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 8 the Senator from Flor-
ida yleld; and if so, to whom?

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. KING. The Senator has just made a statement with
respect to the power of the States in dealing with navigable
waters which, with his kind permission, I should be very glad
if he would elaborate.

As I understood his position, it was that under our form
of government the States had no right to make improvements
upon streams if they were navigable, because under the Con-
stitution the Federal Government has charge of or control
over—I am not sure as to the avord the Senator used—navigable
streams. It seems to me that if that is the Senator's position—
and I ask for Information—he has stated the proposition a
little too broadly.

The only power that the Federal Government has over the
streams, or the waters of the streams, is fo regulate commerce.
The Senator knows that under the common law, which was
adopted so far as navigable streams and riparian owners were
concerned when our Government sprang into existence, the
sovereign State not only owned the bed of the stream but it
owned the right to control the waters of the stream. The
Thirteen Colonies, when they formed the Union, became sov-
ereign over the béds of the streams. They had control over
the waters. They'owned the waters, so far as ownership may
exist in a running stream. They certainly owned the usufruct—
subject, of course, to'tlie riparian owners—and they owned the
bed of the stream. ' When the Federal Constitution was adopted,
the States merely delegated to the Federal Government the
power to regulate commerce. I do not understand that the
power to regulate commerce inhibits the States or individuals
from the utilization of a stream, navigable or unnavigable,
whether it forms the boundary between two States or whether
it arises within a State and flows beyond the State. The Fed-
eral Government has no right, 1 insist, to inhibit the use of
the stream so long as its navigability is not destroyed. States
or individuals may take the water from the stream, but if
they refurn it undiminished in quantity, undeteriorated in
quality and do not interfere with the navigability of the stream,
they may do so. Obviously, if an individual, a municipality, or
a sovereign State improves the navigability of the stream,
Congress has no right to interfere, and ought not to interfere.
Such an act would be in furtherance of the use of the streams
for commerce, and to that extent it would be in harmony with
any regulatory power that the Federal Government might
exercise, )

I believe that under the construction which is daily being
placed upon the commerce clause of the Constitution, and one
or two other clauses of the Constitution to which I might refer,
we are invading the rights and sovereign powers of the States,
and if we persist in that construction muech longer the States
will be mere shells. I ask the Senator if he believes that
merely because of the regulatory power a State may not in-
crease the navigability of a stream, and, if not, why not?

Mr. SHIELDS. Mr, President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida
yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. SHIELDS. The position of the Senator from Utah as
to the rights of the States over the waters within their re-
spective territories was never questioned until about 1899. By
an act then passed—I think an amendment to the rivers and
harbors bill—and another one in 1906 and aunother in 1910,
a different doctrine was asserted. This was the first time it
was ever thought that a State or an individual or riparian
proprietor had to go to Congress to get a permit to improve
its or their property. Prior to these acts the only power which
Congress exercised was to remove obstructions if they were
placed in a navigable stream—not improvements, but obstruc-
tions, If it was determined by the proper authority—which
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was the War Department then as now—that it was an obstruc-
tion, it was removed, because it interfered with nav:igution.
The conservationists got through the water-power legislation,
more particularly in 1910—that is the drastic act—providing
that no riparian proprietor or State could construct a struc-
ture of any kind in a navigable stream without an act of
Congress permitting it, even if it was a great improvement to
navigation. This is just a broad, arbitrary, unreasonable, un-
constitutional statute, I know that in my State—and I think
yvou will find it in the records of the others—the Tennessee
General Assembly made divers appropriations for the improve-
ment of the navigable waters in that State as far back as 1820,
and there never was any question in regard to it until Con-
gress assumed this jurisdiction in 1890 and 1900; and I believe
that if to-day a State or a riparian proprietor were to put a
structure in a stream without permission of Congress—not
an obstruction, but a structure that did not obstruct the navi-
gation of the river—and the Federal Government were to
attempt to indict them for it or to remove it the courts would
hold that it had no authority to do so.

Mr. FLETCHER, DMr. President, I had no idea that this
question, involving the constitutional power of Congress and
involving State rights, would be raised at this time. I have
not st hand the decision, but I have in mind the fact that as
far back as the Ogden case, which arose In New York and was
decided by Chief Justice Marshall, it has been well established
that the United States Government had jurisdiction over the
navigable waters, rivers, and harbors of the United States,
and for purposes of navigation exclusive jurisdiction. Beyond
that, the jurisdiction would not extend to anything more than
the protection of the navigation.

Mr. SHIBELDS. If the Senator will allow me to interrupt
him, the earliest case upon the subject along the line of the
argument of the Senator from Utah involving the rights of
the States, the case of Pollard against Hagan, arose in Ala-
bama, and, I think, is reported in 3 Howard. The case of
Ogden against Mills only involved the question of navigation,
but the States hold the streams In trust for their people.
There is not only that early case but there is an unbroken
line of authorities to sustain that proposition up to within
the last two or three years, one case arising in New York in
relation to the St. Lawrence River, and another arising in the
State of Kentucky, in which the Supreme Court of the United
States went back and sustained the Alabama case and all the
. cases following it.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, beyond any question the
States can appropriate money and can expend that money in
improving navigable waterways, provided they do it upon the
approval and really under the direction of the engineers of
the War Department.

We have a peculiar situation in my State that bears on the
question raised by the Senator from Utah. I think there the
Federal anthorities are going too far, There is a great inland
lake in my State, Lake Okeechobee, the largest inland lake in
the country outside of the Great Lakes, I think. It is some 50
miles north and south and 50 miles east and west across that
lake, with a uniform depth of about 18 to 20 feet. The over-
flow of Lake Okeechobee is what produces what are known as
the Everglades, The State undertook to drain the Everglades,
to reclaim 4,000,000 acres of the very richest kind of land, and
to do that they have to dig canals and they have to lower the
level of Lake Okeechobee. When the rivers and streams flow
into Lake Okeechobee from the north and excessive rains fall,
the overflow takes place on the south, and that overflow spreads
over the 4,000,000 acres or more of land known as the Ever-
glades. In order to prevent that overflow, the plan of drain-
age operations includes the idea of lowering Lake Okeechobee
gome 4 feet by these canals puncturing the rim of the lake
and relieving it of that much water. The War Department
says, *“ You can not do that, because that is a navigable water-
way." This lake Is entirely inland, all in the State of Florida,
but the Federal Government says that it is navigable—and it
is, of course; it is 17 or 18 feet deep—and that the State can
not lower that water without the permit of the Federal Gov-
ernment,

There is no conflict between them, because everything is
working harmoniously, but I am referring now to the principle,
In the case of an inland lake like that, which does not con-
nect with any ocean or gulf or waterway outside at all until
vou force the conmection, I doubt very much if the Federal
Government has authority and jurisdiction over that body of
water, lying entirely within the State, and not connecting, as
I say, with any sea or ocean or waterway leading to and
usable in interstate or foreign commerce. Interstate or for-
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eign commerce can not be involved in this case, because the
lake is all within the State. So I doubt very much if the
Federal authorities are not stretching their authority when
they undertake to say to the State authorities: “ You can not
lower that lake 1 foot unless you get our permit to do it,
and you shall not do it below a certain depth.” The State
authorities are willing to accept the opinion and the good
judgment of the Army engineers, because they do not want to
harm the navigability of the lake in any way, anyhow, and
so there is no conflict anywhere; but I am referring now to -
the principle involved under the Constitution.

Even in the instance of that inland lake, where no foreign
or interstate comierce is involved, the Federal authorities as-
sume jurisdiction, because it is a navigable body of water.
But, generally speaking, unquestionably the Federal Govern-
ment has jurisdiction over the rivers and harbors of the coun-
try which earry interstate and foreign commerce, and facili-
tates it. and no State can build a bridge across navigable
water without permission from Congress. They ecan not do
anything, certainly, to obstruct in any way the navigability
of such a waterway, and in order to be sure of it we have
provided that the State authorities or individuals shall get a
permit before they can act. Congress and the Federal Govern-
ment having Jurisdietion of navigation, the Supreme Court
having held that * commerce ” includes navigation, require that
that jurisdietion shall be maintained and respected at all
times, and unless permission is granted by Congress no struc-
ture can be put upon or in or across a navigable waterway.

Mr, NORRIS. Mvr. President, if the Senator has finished
that particular item, I desire to say just a word. I wanted
the Senator to go a little further than he did in discussing
some of the items which have already been approved. I be-
lieve an examination would show whether or not we ean make
a reduction, and if so, how much of a reduction we can make
without serious injury to the projeects. I would like to ask the
Senator about the Missouri River from Kansas City to the
Mississippi River. 1Is that one of the 35 projects to be com-
pleted ?

Mr. FLETCHER. Only maintenance is provided for on a
portion of the Missourl River. On the Missouri River, from
Kansas City to Sioux City, the only thing to be taken care of,
if we appropriate $56,000,000, is maintenance, for which $25,000
is provided. From Sioux City to Fort Benton the only matter
that will be taken care of, if we approprlate $56,000,000, will be
maintenance, for which $15,000 is provided. But from Kansas
City to the mouth the bill contemplates an expenditure of
$1.000,000 for improvement and $500,000 for maintenance. The
expenditure of $1,500,000, therefore, is contemplated from Kan-
sas ity to the mouth of the Missouri River.

Mr. NORRIS, There are no dams to be built there, are there?

Mr, FLETCHER. No. ¥ i

Mr. NORRIS. No rock work or anything of that kind has to
be done, and with that much money provided they could do a
good deal. What is the channel they are providing for, and
how much of a channel have they now?

Mr. FLETCHER. I refer again to General Taylor's statement
before the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, page 168,
where the following occurred :

Senator WapsworTH. Under this $056,000,000 how much will be
allotted to the lower Missouri River?
jeneral TAYLOR. Probablﬁnin the neighborhood of $1,000,000,
Senator SpExCER. From nsas City to the mouth?
General Tayvor., From Kansas Clty to the mouth.
Senator WApsworTH. What progress has been made there, General
.ln(tlm lovlve'i: Ml»mu%ﬂiv?ﬁ? ie - Soht e
ienera 'AYLOR. ere has en no progress in the last few r
because we had no money for it. Last year we allotted $100,000, {ﬁ?ﬂ?
wag just barely sufficlent for a small amount of maintenance work
with no new work at all.
Senator WADSWORTH. There has been a great deal of money spent
there, however, in years past, has there not
General TAYLOR. Yes, sir; there has been quite a little money spent
there in years past,
Senator WapsworTH, Can you give any idea how much?
General TAYLOR. Since the new groject has been adopted there has
been spent for new work from United States funds $7,580,579.60,
Senator WADSWORTH. With really nothing to show for it thus far?
General TAYLOR, Very little to show for it, because it is such a small
ggst 0(?(1)‘ 0%)1:(1;5 estimated cost of the project. The estimated cost was
Sen,?gor WainsworTH. What was the depth contemplated in that
roject ?
e eneral TAYLOR. Blx feet. There has been, perhn%s you know, a
eat interest manifested in the Missouri Valley in the last year or two
y the landowners in doing work themselves for the protectlon of their
own land, There is a concern known as the Wood Bros. Construction
Co. which has been engaged in that work. They took it up first because
they had a ranch of some 11,000 acres not far from Sumha. Nebr.,
into which the river was cntting very badly, and in order to protect
their own land they put in a certain form of dike protection. They
then advertised that, so to speak, to the farmers in the country, showed
what they had done, and they formed a construction company that
Buc ed in inducing all of the States along the Missouri Riyver to
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pass laws aunthorizing the formation of proteetion distriets, Those
districts are authorized to issue long-term bonds, which, I am informed,
})he kban‘k% t%ike at par, and the money has been expenaed in the river-
ank proteetion. ]
The Woods Bros, Construction Co, has done over $1,000,000 worth
of vate work this {ear on the Missouri River for bank proteetion.
e are working with them as we belleve that that is proper
thing to do on the Missourl. We think that the landowner, who 18
benefited directly by the bank-protection work, should Pay for It him-
self, and we have been encouraging that development al

we counld with
the idea of getting the eog!e efited to {mr for it and let the Gov-

ernment do the work which is purely for the benefit of navigation.

I undertook to explain this yesterday with reference to the
upper Missouri. General Taylor continued:

I think that movement has got such a good start there that it is
bound to continue, _

Then he passed on to a discussion of the upper Missouri.

AMr. NORRIS. If the Senator can give me the information,
I would like to know a little more about what has been accom-
plished with the expenditure of that money. It seems that
quite a large sum has been expended.

Mr., FLETCHER. Quite a large sum, and they have not
gotten very far with it, because they have not had enough at
any one time to prevent the sweeping away of what had been
accomplished in the way of channel deepening the year before
by the washing in of the banks and filling.

Mr. NORRIS. I think the answer the Senator has given in-
volves this question: If we dig out a channel this year, it fills
up, and there is no channel there the next year. Is it wise to
£o on doing that? In the first place, I am very much interested
in that part of the Missouri River as well as other parts, but
I think that if that stretch from Kansas City to the Mississippl
River can be made navigable it will mean a great deal to a
very large section of the country and a large number of people.

Mr. FLETCHER. Undoubtedly.

Mr. NORRIS. But I do not want the Government to waste
money, and I would like to know really what has been accom-
plished. I think five or six or seven million dollars have been
spent on that stretch of the river, have they not?

Mr.-FLETCHER. Yes. :

Mr. NORRIS. What was done with the money, and how
much of it was spent in any one year, if the Senator knows?

Mr, FLETCHER. That will be shown by the engineers’ re-
port. I have not that data before me, but it shows precisely
what has been spent each year.

Mr. NORRIS. There are no dams there, are there?

Mr. FLETCHER. There are no dams. I think the engipeers
feel very much encouraged, and I think the committee which
looked into it feels encouraged, on account of this effort to
protect the banks and shores. There was a demonstration
made here as to what could be accomplished in that respect,
and there were moving-pleture exhibitions of what the Wood
Bros. Construoction Co. are actually doing. Unguestionably
their process of preventing the washing away of the banks of
the river and protecting the banks is a great success.

Mr. NORRIS. I am familiar with it to some extent myself,
and it is a great success.

Mr. FLETCHER. That is the main work. If that is done
the matter of deepening the channel for navigation will not be
a very serious problem.

Mr. NORRIS. No: I should think not. If it depends on the
suecess of that method of holding the banks it would be suc-
cessful, because I believe it has been demonstrated that the
method used by the Wood Bros. is more successful and more
economical than any other that has ever been devised.

Mr. FLETCHER. I think so; and T think the engineers feel
that way and say they are working with the Wood Bros.

AMr. NORRIS. Does the Senator know whether it Is neces-
sary to excavate to any great extent from Kansas City to the
Mississippi?

Mr. FLETCHER. It is necessary fo some extent, but of
course there will not be much excavation, because the depth is
to be only 6 feet. I think there are mo engineering difficulties
in the way when the question of bank protection is once settled.

AMr. NORRIS. That will be comparatively inexpensive, will
it not? If they could make the river navigable by that means,
why should not the Government do it, the same as they use
some other means to make a river navigable, instead of expect-
ing the owners of the land to do it?

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 think they are cooperating with the
owners as far as they can. Of course, there is quite a distance
from Kansas City down, and it takes a good deal of money to

do that work. I forget the mileage, but I think it is something
over 300 miles.
Mr. NORRIS. It is hetween three and four hundred miles.

It is clear across the State of Missourd, of course.
Mr. FLETCHER. It is an expensive thing even to remove
the silt from year to year. I have said all I care to submit now.

I simply say that T think it will be a great mistake to reduce
this appropriation.

Mr. NEW. Mr. President, T want to commend all the Senator
from Florida has said with reference to the Engineer Corps of
the United States Army. Whether this work should be placed
upen their very able shoulders or not, I am not prepared to
argue, but that it could be placed on more competent shoulders,
I am sure is not the case.

‘While that is true, and while I have the highest respect for
their professional ability, they are not passing upon these proj-
ects from the commercial standpoint. I know they say that the
amounts which they have fixed in their various recommenda-
tions can be profitably expended; that is to say, the Govern-
ment is justified in putting the amounts of money assigned into
these various projects, but, after all, conceding everything
which may be conceded, the engineers are not looking at these
things from the commercial standpoint. They tell us what may
be done to good advantage, but they do not tell us where the
money is to come from that is to pay the bill. That is in other
hands. The responsibility for raising the money is with other
departments.

Now, Mr. President, I am very much in favor of the Ohio
River project particularly and the expenditure of all that the
engineers have estimated for work along that river. The Ohio
River was a great artery of commerce before the oldest Mem-
ber of this body came into being. It is not a purely local en-
terprise at all. Tt directly supplies a vast area. From Pitts-
burgh to New Orleans, which is the outer end of the Ohio
River’s real course after its confluence with the Mississippi, is
a very great distance. It traverses and supplies at least 25
per cent of the States of the Union, and a great deal more than
that, because it goes directly to the seaboard; and further
still, by reason of its geographical location, it can carry a char-
acter of freight and supplies that can be transported by river
to better advantage than in any other way—ecoal particnlarly—
and the iron manufactures of the Pittsburgh district and the
various other manufacturing towns and areas through which
the Ohio River flows. S

But, Mr. President, T think that the matter of the expendi-
ture of the money that is to be spent on river and harbor im-
provements under the bill, after all, is a matter of common
sense more than anything else.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair).
goea the Senator from Indiana yield to the Senator from °

hio?

Mr. NEW. Certainly.

Mr. POMERENE. The Senator has been speaking very in-
terestingly about the Ohio River project, which is now per-
haps two-thirds or more completed. We have a very large
investment in those dams, but they are substantially useless
because the other dams have not been completed. When the
entire project is completed it is going to fmprove transporta-
tion on the Ohio River.

If T may give to the Senator from Indiama a conerete illus-
tration which wonld affect present conditions of transportation,
1 would like to do s0, and it will only take a moment. Some
years ago when I was investigating the subject I found that
during one year more than a million tons of coal were shipped
into Cincinnati over and above what had been shipped in the
vear before, but very much less of the coal went down the
Ohio River by barge. This was at a time when there was
a shortage of freight power on the railroads, - =

Mr. NEW. I understand the Senator td mefiiithat the
shipments came to Cincinnati by water and then were-diverted
to rail because the river was not navigable below that point?

Mr. POMERENE. The river was not navigable:rmt that
time. That was it in part. Again, there was another situa-
tion for which the railroads, as 1 was informed, were in part
responsible, because it seemed that a rate was given for the
shipment of coal by rail from Cincinnati to Teledo and
farther north which was very much less if the coal went into
Cincinnati by rail. In other words, there was a very much
higher rate if the shipment of coal from Cincinnati to Toledo
unfortunately happened to come into Cincinnati by water upon
the Ohio River.

All of these facts, it seems to me, indicate the mecessity of
completing the Ohio River project at the earliest moment
possible. After that shall have been completed, then we will

T

be able to demonstrate whether or not river transportation
is zoing to be what its friends claim for it, or a failure.

Mr, NEW. Mr. President, all that the Senator from Ohio has
said is true. Moreover, the discrimination which he has cited in
the matter of freight rates from the Ohio River north on the
railroads is, I think, unjustifiable and wholly wrong. All that
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he said about the advisability of completing the work on the
Ohio River at an early date is also true. But, Mr. President,
I insist that all of the work is still possible if we keep the
appropriation at a very much smaller figure than the $56,000,000
which is called for as the bill now reads. I am perfectly
willing, as a friend and champion of the Ohio River improve-
ment, to vote for a reduction in the appropriation. I do not
believe that the amount of money asked for river and harbor
improvement is justified at this time for the reason that I find
in it so many projects which, it appears to me—I do not think
I am wrong about it, either—ecan be put over until a more pro-
pitious time.

One further thonght: In determining the allotment of the
money, say $20,000,000 or whatever sum may be required, it
occurs to me that the object to be given prime consideration is
what projects ean be developed with reference to do the greater
good for the greater number. Certainly the Ohio River project
is not local in its application, It does not merely supply a few
towns along the Ohio banks or along the Indiana banks, or those
of any other particular State through which it travels in its
course to the sea, but it supplies a large number of States. I
think it flows either through or by approximately a dozen States,
and, as I have already said, it reaches the seaboard with freight
of a character that can be so easily transported by water. The
element of time does not cut a great figure in the delivery of a
barge load of coal between the Kanawha Valley and New
Orleans. If it is 10 days, all right; if it is 20 days, it still
reaches there in good condition. There are projects provided
for in the bill which ought to be taken care of adequately now,
but there are others which can be and should be deferred out
of consideration for the difficulties which the Government is
experiencing in raising money to meet its most urgent everyday
needs.

For these reasons, and believing, as I do, that the Ohio River
improvement will not suffer—at least, that it need not suffer—
as a result of a lessened appropriation here, I shall vote for a
reduction in the amount now carried in the bill for rivers and
harbors.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that when the Senate finish its business to-day it take a recess
until 12 o'clock to-morrow. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. BORAH. Just a moment. I would like to have an op-
portunity to send for a Senator who is interested in the matter.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator from Idaho refer fo
the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry?

Mr. BORAH. I do. -

Mr. WADSWORTH. The information which reached me
was that the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] desires to
have a meeting of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
to-morrow morning, and that he therefore would not like to
have a recess taken to 11 o'clock.

Mr, BORAH. Very well.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I assume that he would not object to
12 o'clock as the meeting hour to-morrow, because that is the
usual hour of meeting anyway.

Mr, BORAH. I have no objection if the Senator from New
York understands the wish of the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I did not converse directly with the
Senator from Nebraska, but the information came to me through
another Senator.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. DMay I ask what the request was?

Mr. WADSWORTH. That when the Senate finish its busi-
ness to-day it shall take a recess until 12 o'clock to-morrow.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I wish to inquire of the Senator
from New York if a day will be given this week for the con-
sideration of the calendar; that is to say, will we have a morn-
ing hour? '

Mr. WADSWORTH. Not before the pending bill is finished.

Mr, KING. After the bill is out of the way we may have a
morning hour?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am not in a position to give the Sena-
tor an assurance on anything except in connection with the
pending bill.

Mr. KING. I do pot see the leader on the other side present
at the moment, but the papers state that the Senator from New
York is assistant leader, and I appeal to him for information.

Mr, WADSWORTH. I am having enough trouble with this
particular bill without going further to find more.

Mr, KING. I can assure the Senator we are facilitating it in
every possible way in order to secure its passage.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have noticed that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
gquest of the Senafor from New York? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, some criticism has been in-
dulged in here relative to certain items provided for in the
appropriation carried in the bill. I am frank to say that I
share the feeling, in part, of those who have indulged in that
criticism. I think appropriations are proposed to be made for
some items that ought not to be provided for, but I am very
anxious that the country shall understand from fhe denunecia-
tions which have been heaped upon the bill as a whole that a
particular project to which I shall refer in a minute does not
come within that class but is of a different character alto-
gether. I see my friend from Idaho [Mr. Boran] smiling.

I took occasion yesterday in some remarks I made here to
point out some items that I thought were without justification.
I go further and say that I think the fault is not with the
Board of Army Engineers entirely ; but if I may say so without
improper refiection upon the committee of which I am a most
humble member, I think the fault rests in part upon the Com-
mittee on Commerce. I think there are a number of items
that ought to be taken out of the bill and the projects ought
to be permanently abandoned.

My attention was drawn to that some months ago when I
was examining a bill introduced by the able Senator fromn
Washington [Mr. Jongs], chairman of the Committee on Com-
merce, Senate bill 3017, in which are named 47 or 48 different
projects upon which at different times public funds have been
expended in large amounts, running up into how many millions
of dollars I do not know ; but it was then proposed that those
47 or 48 different projects should be definitely and finally aban-
doned. I think that bill should have been reported and passed,
and I think another bill of that character would help very
mueh to solve this problem.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from
Ohio a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio
yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. WILLIS., I yield.

Mr. BORAH. How many of the projects which are covered
by the bill which was introduced by the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Joxes] are included in this report?

Mr. WILLIS. I have not had time to check up on that. I
should say, in fairness, though, I have not found any. There
may be some, but I am not In a position to answer that question
definitely.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. WILLIS. Certainly.

Mr. KING. How does the Senator expect to cure the situa-
tion when, notwithstanding the recommendation of the able
Senator from Washington to abandon 40 different projects, we
have before us, or shall have in a short time, a proposition to
include 200 more under the provisions of the river and harbor
bill, for, as I understand, the Army engineers, under pressure
or otherwise, have recommended 200 additional projects, 85 of
which find some provision for their improvement or mainte-
nance in the pending bill?

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, the junior Senator from Utah
understands that the bill to which I have referred was not
reported from the committee. I think it ought to have been;
I think it ought now to be reported, and that an additional bill
should be reported recommending the abandonment of some
other projects, among them certain ones to which I drew atten-
tion on yesterday, which, in my opinion, are unworthy and
ought not to be continued. I think those ought to be included
in the bill of the Senator from Washington. BSo I think my
position in this matter is fairly understood.

In these criticisms, however, I do not desire that there
should go by without some word of response the suggestion that
the whole river and harbor bill is a measure that could be
treated lightly and that is unproductive of good. There have
been a number of inquiries and some remarks have been made
voncerning the Ohio River improvement. At this time I simply
wish to ask permission to place in the Reconp a brief statement
from the report of the engineers as to what is actually being
done and what has been accomplished on that great project.

Without taking time to read it all, I call attention to the
fact that the estimates for this year for the completion of the
work on the Ohio River are $7,626,000. There have been ex-
pended upon that work thus far $72,000,000. Five million four
hundred thousand passengers and 8,000,000 tons of freight,
worth $464,000,000, were carried on this project in 1921. It is

well understood that when that work shall have been com-
pleted it will, as my colleague, the senior Senator from Ohio
[Mr. PoMERENE], has suggested, furnish the best opportunity
that probably can be furnished by the country to determine
once and for all the question of the efficacy of water trans-
portation.

I desire to say that all the facts at hand thus far
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indicate that. that project, if we establish a 9-foot stage of
water from Piftsburgh to New Orleans, has every promise of
vielding splendid results to the country. This project I have
supported cordially and I shall continue to support it.

Mr, President, I ask to place in the Recorn at this point brief
excerpts from the report of the Army engineers showing the
condition of the work on the Ohio River and the necessity for
further appropriation to complete the project at an early date.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

OH10 RIVER.
Comparative statement of trafie,
| Traffic through locks and opeme; and trafic by ferries not sep-

Year. Tons. Value. Passengers,
6,901,158 ¢ 1 3
7,371, 804 IE '&m
7,795, 501 1,033, 492
cosks| o 1,223, 200
1
1?238;:&5 ) 1,014,763
6, 756, 627 F} 2,335 953
13,529, 742 ] 3,612,965
14, 054,322 i 3, 881, 588
10, 064,973 1 4,3074,730
12, 202,017 4 517,635
12, 400, 842 4,26, 031
10, 142, 551 I 3,051, 3%4
13,163,656 | 892,145,502 4,183,071
11,427,784 | 79, 904, 458 4349060
11,300,544 [ 79,145, 508 4,414 213
8,498,754 | 59,401 278 3, 960,985
5,676,701 | 60,736,007 4,071,704
11,112,218 | 858, 500, e29 4,313, 523
Weimae | mawam| 3
¥, 618, 360 1 E
o,niﬁm 7, 026, 601 4,270,788
O 530,300 | 98,994, 479 3,955,911
9,273 184 | 188510914 5,017,375
T, 112 | 165, 130, 487 4,150, 411
Short tons. Value, Passengers,
Calendar year 1917: -
Through locks open river. 4,508 875,32 | $70,510,378. 97 637,378
Fmiugﬂ - 1,550,338, 00 | 238,762,376, 76 | 2, %23 634
RRAE e e e s 6,149,213.32 | 300,272,755.73 | 3,461,012
Calendar year 1918:
Throtigh locks and open river...... 6,170, 412,70 | 77,085,322 47 564,353
fmghm ".451, 528 30 %"mu 9,457, 536
L R e SR e e 6,062,841, 00 | 145,654,917.23 | 10,331,000
Calendar year 1910: ;
locks and HVer...... 5,004,377, 74 912,135.5¢ | 1,048,088
%hmrqéhmm 485,045, %6 %,m{mu 3,260,205
iy e s e e | 5,469, 423.60 | 186,710,332.21 | 4,308,201
Calendar year 1920
locks and open river...... 9,352, 463,70 | 273,443, 401.73 | 1,130,112
%rﬁsﬂh oL 456,%61.66 | 145164, 075.30 | 3,325,728
Total. 0,869,325, 36 | 388,607, 567.03 | 4,455,540
1021:
m%‘“ Jeh 1 7,307,880.00 | €3,274,813.61 | 1,373,854
Ferries T29,008.23 | 371,301, M48.28 | 4,079,407
otads: ot e ee.| B,087,788.32 | 464,576,261.59 | 5,453,351
1 No statistics available.

f improvement : The great benefit claimed for the improve-
melligoal?be flﬁt only when the slack-water system has been extended
far enongh downstream to permit of continuous navigation at all
times (except when interrupted by floeds or ice) over a longer section
of the river, connecting the large cities on the upper section with those
on the middle and lower sections. The commercial effeet of the series
of completed dams on the upper river Is reflected in the marked in-
erease in general traffic and in amount of coal shipped from the
mines along the Monongahela River, to lndustrtulv_fllants on the Ohijo
River at Aﬁqulppn and Midland, Pa., and Steubenville, Ohio. Coke in
considerable quantities is also being shipped from the Monongahela
River to steel plants at New Cumberland, W. Va. Coal is also being
shipped upriver from pool 11 to industrial plants above,

]Euriug the low-water seasons of the past five geurs coal to the
amount of approximately 1,040,000 tons was shipped from the Kanawha
River fields to Cincinnati and other points llonﬁ’ the Ohio River by
releasing water impounded in the pools formed by the dams on the
upper o and its tribotarles, creating artificial rises and assisting
conl fleets with partially loaded barges over the shoals in the unim.
proved seetion otp the river. This coal was urgently needed and much
snffering and great economiec loss were prevented as a result of receipt
of the coal thus shipped, especially during 1917, 1918, and 1919, as
none of it could have been transported by rail, owlng to the serious
congestion existing on the railroads at that time. il and mﬂne
have also been ahl%ped in considerable quantities upriver to Pi rgh
from points in West Virginia and Kentucky by means of tank barges.

[

Proposed operations: The balanee available at
from previeus approprintions will be miounxéy a P
Jocks and dams now under construction a gti
part of the construetion
advantageous to the
locks and dams which
to the placing of the
operating machinery

the close of the year
lied at eaeh of the
unfinished to that
the early completion of which will be most
progress of the particular work. Upon these
are nearest eompletion the funds will be applied
wickets and their different parts lnmmn{ugnte-
or power-house eguipment, and in plae in
Dmier condition the grounds belonging to the improvement. ere
work has not beem se far advanced the available funds will be applied
to cofferdam censtruction and in placing the masonry of the lock or

' dzpcndinf u the state of the particular work. It is not
possible to state definitely the rate at which funds available at the
close of the year will or can be expended, as the rate of progress is
controlled largely bgathe stage of water in the river, owever, In
view of the small lances remaining from the previous river and
harbor act, it was necessary toward the close of the fiscal year to trans-
Ter and reallot funds pre ously allotted to various locks and dams in
order to prevent cessation of the most important work. In view of this
fact and also in view of the large sums obligated by contraets for the
constructlon of the dams at Nos. 32 and with the large
amount of work being undertaken by hired labor methods, it is De-
leved that the balance available will be entirely exhausted i::r the end
of It::el fiseal year 1923, :

§ proposed to apply the funds—S$7,000,000—for which estimate
is submitted in this report for the fiseal year 1924 to continuing or
completing work upon the locks and dams under construction at the
close of the year, and to commencing the construetion of such addk
tional locks and dams as may be p le with the funds provided.

There has heen great development of navigation on the upper t
of the Ohio River since the locks and dams on that part of t%ee r?g';r
bave been ted, and nt appeals are now bein
]s_.‘intion interests for the early completion of the mu%

Yer.,

Recommended modifieations of tprt;hj;acf: None,

Commercial statisties: Of the otal commerce reported for the calen-

Ar year 1921, 2,135,608.30 tons passed through the loeks and
%1?2.2?1.79 tons went by open river.

e tonmage and san vel, and stone e
items in order of tr.c'[' o e

nunage representing the aind
and steel, n’jlrmd ties,

made by navi-
on the lower

neous, manufactured iron
machinery, and oil.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. President, I merely wish to say
a few words in favor of this tHem before the vote is taken.

Mr. President, the most important guestion which is new
abserbing the attention of the American people i8 that of
transportation. Freight rates for many causes have inereased
enormously. Of the items that go to make up freight rates,
abor constitutes a net charge of 60 per cent; more than 10
ber cent is supplies, such as oil, lumber, and coal; and 5
ber cent or mwre is taxes. I do not know of any way in
which we are going to reduce those items, and, if they are
not reduced, then, taking all the other items that go into
the making up of a freight bill we have only a leeway of
15 per cent in which to determine the problem. 8o, for the
time being, and probably for a long time to come, the American
people are going to pay very much higher freight rates than
they paid before the Great War. The Congress of the United
States, no matter what some orators may 8say, are not going
to perform miracles and bring about a reduction in freight
rates so as to make them comparable with the rates which
were charged before the war, theugh, of eourse, I should be
glad if it were possible to accomplish that result. Before
the World War we probably had the cheapest freight rates,
taken in the aggregate, of any great country in the world,
I wish we could return to that condition, for it meant mueh
to the health, the life, and the prosperity of our Natiom, but
we are not going to do it.

It is almost Impossible for some of the heavy freights of
this eountry now to move under the present high freight rates.
There was a day before the Great War when } remember
that the heavy products from the Birmingham distriet, such
as iron and steel, could stand the rate of freight then charged
and go by rail into the eastern markets, sueh as New York
and Boeston, and even compete with the Pennsylvania furnaces
and wills; but to-day the inereased freight rate practieally
bars the products of that district out of the eastern market.
That is only an illustration, but it is an illustration that may
be cited in reference to many ether products from many sec-
tions of the Union, and we are confronted with that condition
becanse of these insurmountable costs which stare the Ameri
can people in the face. If anyone will tell me how to reduce
the cost of the 85 per cent of eharges to which I have referred
against every freight rate I should like to know how it may
be done. No ome has been able to say how it may be done
up to this time, -

However, Mr. President, nature, in the geography of America,
has given us a way to solve the problem if we would but use it.
This country has one of the greatest natural water systems in
the world. The Mississippi River extends almost from the
Canadian line to the Gulf and its tributaries reach out to the
Alleghenies and toward the Rocky Mountains; the rivers of
New York and New England are prepared to carry the com-
merce of that section to the sea, and 0 are the great rivers of

the Pacific; and yet, Mr. President, practically speaking, Amer-




1923. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 3193

fean commerce is unable to avail itself of the opportunity to
use that means of transportation. It is not that it can not be
done. We fight here over whether a 6-foot channel or a 9-foot
channel is needed. I am in favor of making the channel as
good as it is possible to make it; but boats can go to the sea on
a B6-foot channel.

The great commerce of Europe in many cases is carried on
4-foot channels. I have stood on the banks of the Rhine and
seen lines of barges going up and coming down that river, car-
rying the bulk of the freight that is moved in that valley, not-
withstanding the eompetition of lines of double-track railroad
on each bank. The Rhine is not nearly so great a river as is
the Mississippl, it is not so navigable as is the Mississippi to-
day, and it only compares favorably with many of our lesser
rivers; yet, although we have these great waterways, many of
which we could use to-day, we can not interest the Government
of the United States In developing them for the people; we can
not interest the Congress to take the action that is necessary
to be taken in order that this method of transportation may be
availed of.

Why is that?, It Is because from the beginning the great
railroad lines of this country went out to kill competition.
Twenty years ago, 30 years ago, 40 years ago, we invited com-
petition in transportation; the man who was engaged in the
transportation business was fighting for a competition that
would give him control of the movement of freight, and so he
proceeded to put his competitor out of business, with the result
that, although 40 years ago steamboats were moving down the
Mississippi and up the Ohio and as far north as St. Paul, car-
rying immense cargoes of freight, the railroad lines reduced
their rates so as to starve the steamboat lines out of existence,
and we sat quietly by and allowed it to be done. Every now
and then when we have a bill before Congress the railroad
managers say, “ We may have done that in the past, but we are
not going to do it in the future " ; and yet, when the time comes
and the opportunity is afforded, every effort is made to drive
out and destroy water competition.

A child knows that heavy products can be transported cheaper
by water than by land. The Ameriean people are entitled to
water transportation to enable their products to be carried to
sea as cheaply as possible in order that they may compete in the
foreign markets. There is just one thing to be done, and that
is to make destructive competition on the part of the railroads
cense. The clause in the act regulating the railroads allowing
them to reduce their rates to meet water competition was ex-
actly the same as allowing them to reduce their rates to kill
water competition, and they have done it, and they are going
to continue to do it. Even when the Government itself is en-
gaged In the business, as it is to-day on the Mississippi River
and the Warrior River, we can not get Government bureaus
reasonably and fairly to protect the Government's own business
in the distribution of freight.

Ar, BORAH. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do.

_Mr, BORAH. Did I understand the Senator to say that the
railroads had reduced freight rates to the point where they
destroyed water competition?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. They have done so in the past; yes,
What they do is this: They reduce their rates below or equal
to the water rates. It makes no difference that they can not
afford to do it; boats may carry the freight cheaper and do
carry it cheaper; but the railroads meet the water rates in
order to take the business away from the boat lines, and then
the shipper, because he may get or thinks he may get a day or
two advantage in delivery and because it may be easier to load
on trains, goes to the railroads and lets the boat line perish,
That is not a theory, but it is a fact.

Mr. BORAH. That may have been true years ago, but it cer-
tainly has not been true very lately.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Tt has not been true very lately, and
why? Because the dead man can not speak. They killed water
transportation, and no live man is going back into the business
under similar circumstances; but the fault lies here, on this
floor. They need not be dead men if we would give them the
right to carry the freight fairly where they can do it the cheap-
est, and not allow somebody to come along and cut their throats,

Mr. BORAH, That might be true in some parts of the United
States, but it never eould be true from the Atlantic to the
Pacific or from the Pacific to the Atlantic, because the rivers do
not run right.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am surprised that my friend from
Idaho should drift into that line of thought that many people
do drift into in this country, that the only ports in this country

are on the Atlantic seaboard and the Pacific Ocean; that New
York and San Francisco are the great ports of the country, and
that all freight and all frafiie and all thought must lead there.
God Almighty made the Mississippi River. He gave these
great rivers for the use of the people that live here, and the
natural course of transportation down the Mississippi Valley
should be to New Orleans. The people who have the wheat of
the Northwest and the cotton of the South to send to foreign
markets should not have to pay high freight rates to go across
the Allegheny Mountains when they have a practically level
way down the Mississippi River and when they have a great
river on which to carry their products at low cost.

Mr. BORAH. That is true of a certain kind of freight, and
of course the argument of the Senator limited to those things
is unanswerable; but there is a vast amount of freight which
has not been touched by the situation to which the Senator
refers. The thing that is destroying us out West is the high
freight rates; it does not make any difference whether you go
by the Panama Canal or whether you go by the-railroads.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Undoubtedly; I agree with the Sen-
ator; I just said that; but, if the Senator will tell me, is he in
favor now of cutting railroad wages back to what they were
before the war? No; I will answer for him, and he will not
deny it. Can he reduce the prices of coal and lumber and oil,
except as time and competition will reduce them? No. Can he
reduce the taxes that the railroads have to pay? No.

Mr. BORAH. Yes; I could do that.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not know how the Senator could.

Mr. BORAH. It is a very easy thing to do if we have a mind
to do it. Of course, the States and the Congress must act to-
gether in regard to sueh things. The proposition with me is
that the thing which we are doing here with reference to a
vast amount of the river and harbor appropriations in this
bill—appropriations which swell the amount and make it ex-
orbitant—will never reduce freight rates by a cent, because the
money is not spent on rivers or streams where there will be
any freight meving.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1 take issue with the Senator, and I
am glad he said that, because we are coming right down to the
issue, and I want to face it. I challenge the Senator's proposi-
tion that he can reduce the taxes in my State or his State that
the railroads have to pay, or that he can reduce the incomge

.taxes that have to be paid to the National Government. That

is an impossibility practically, no matter what it may be
theoretically with the Senator; and there you have 83 per
cent—Ilabor, supplies, and taxes—of what has to be paid to run
the railroads, and you can not make any great reduction on the
other 15 per cent. }

Mr. BORAH. Of course, we can not reduce taxes unless we
reduce appropriations. I admit that, It is apparent that we
are not going to reduce appropriations, but we could if we
desired to.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course, we might cut down the
salaries of the officers in our States; we might fail to pay pen-
sions to veterans; we might do a great many things; but we
are not going to do it, and the Senator knows that as well as
I do. Taxes are not coming down.

Mr., CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me
to interrupt him just there?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. !

Mr. CARAWAY. Possibly the Senator was going to mention
it, but the Senator from Idaho was talking about the minor
streams. There are only one hundred and eighty-one thousand
and a few odd dollars carried in this bill for the improvement
of what are known as minor rivers.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Undoubtedly the Senator is right,

What I want to say, and what T am coming to, is this: I do
not stand here to criticize anybody else, and I do not mean it
in the way of criticism, but I stand here because I feel that a
great section of this country is being antagonized on the very
most important proposition that confronts it. It is being an-
tagonized simply beeause people say: *“You have the rivers,
and there is no freight moving on them.”; and yet we know that
if to-day we would repeal the clauses in the transportation acts
that allow the railroads to reduce freight rates so as to drive
the steamboats and barge lines off the rivers, they would go
back there and function for the benefit of the American people
with lewer freight rates—at least for the benefit of a large
portion of the American people.

We have these great rivers, and they are navigable now.
They were navigable before the Civil War, and carried vast
volumes of freight even before they were improved. We have
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Government investments of hundreds of milllons of dollars in
them.

Mr. BORAH. They carried a vastly greater amount of freight
than they carry now before we put the millions into them.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Not because we have improved them,
however., They carried greater freight then because we did not
invite an unfair and unjust and unequal competition against
them.

Here is the situation, and nobody can deny it: In many,
many instances, if not all, the railroad lines have reduced their
rates below what they could fairly carry the freight for, below
the cost of earrying it, in order to destroy water competition,
and then have made the hinterland of the railroad that did not
lie on the water pay the additional cost in order that the road
might run. That is the story, and that is the truth of it.

Mr. BORAH. 1 do not agree with the Senator that the rail-
roads have reduced freight rates below a point at which they
could afford to carry freight. I can not believe that the facts
as they are developed will sustain that proposition.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It is not open to dispute. I am sorry
the Senator is not informed, but it is not open to dispute. I
could name conditions in my own State where it has been
done; but if the Senator will read the testimony before the
committees of the House and the Senate when the Cummins
bill was up he will find direct admissions of railroad men that
they had done this in the past, but they said they would never
do it again in the future, and yet I know of an instance that
was referred to here yesterday in my own State where they
deliberately gobbled up the entire division of a freight rate to
destroy water competition.

Mr. BORAH. Of course, if the Senator has in mind a par-
ticular instance which he says he knows about of his own
knowledge, I should be far from disputing anything the Sena-
tor might say in regard to the matter. I know that if he has
examined it, he states it as it is; but I utterly dispute the
proposition that the railroads of this country generally have
reduced freight rates to a point where they can not afford to
carry the freight.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not talking about the general
freight rates that they charge. I am talking about the com-
petitive rates at points where they compete with water; and
then they have raised the rates back in the hinterland to
people who were not on the water, and made them pay enough
to make the railroad pay. The people outside had to carry the
burden until the water competition was destroyed, and then
they went back to the old freight rates, until some years ago
Congress passed a law saying that where they reduced the
rate they could not put it up.

As I said yesterday, it is just as natural for railroad man-
agement to go out to destroy river competition with a railroad
as it is for a dog to chase a cat. The only difference is that
the railroad dog usually eatches the river cat. That is the
real truth about this matter.

We shall have to go back to the plan followed by every other
country. The great countries of Europe are carrying the bulk
of their freight to the sea by water transportation, even through
artificial canals.

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President, does the Senator mean to say
that the Interstate Commerce Commission has connived at the
actions of the railroads in reducing freight rates for the specific
purpose of destroying competition in some streams?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Interstate Commerce Commission
has done what the law allowed it to do. The law does it. The
fault lies right here, right in the center of this alsle, It is
because there have been too many people who would not wake
up to the fact that we are entitled to water transportation,
and they allowed this law to stand on the statute books. The
American people never will have a fair opportunity to get the
advantage of cheap water transportation to carry their prod-
ucts to the sea until the American Congress repeals some of
the laws in which it has authorized this unjust competition.

Mr. BORAH, What is the defect of the law dealing with the
powers of the Interstate Commerce Commission which permits
the railroads to do this without the supervision of the Interstate
Commerce Commission?

Mr. UNDERWOOD,: T can not quote the clause verbatim.
The Senator will find it there.

Mr. BORAH. No; the Senator will find there a clause which
was put in there for the specific purpose of enabling the Inter-
state Commerce Commission to deal with just that kind of a
situation. -

Mr. UNDERWOOD. To be sure.

Mr. BORAH. If it is not sufficient and efficient to do that,
we ought to be advised of it, because the intent of Congress
was to prevent that very thing.

Mr. UONDERWOOD. No; the Senator Is wrong.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator is not wrong.

Mr, ONDERWOOD. I know what I am talking about.

Mr. BORAH., So do L

Mr. UNDERWOOD, A clause was put in the transportation
act to authorize railroads, in the discretion of the commission,
to meet competition by water. It was discretionary with the
commission in the beginning. When it went in there no one
expected the commission to go to the extent of giving them an
unlimited right to meet water competition and destroy it; but
the commission took the position away back yonder that that
was what it meant, and it ran along, and on occasions they al-
lowed the railroads to meet the competitive rate until they
sald the precedent was so strongly established that they could
not overcome it. When the Esch-Cummins bill was passed, we
attempted to change that situation and give the commission a
chance to start over again and prevent this unlawful competi-
tion. 8o far as I am advised, they have done nothing up to
this time under the power vested in the Esch-Cummins Act.

Mr. BORAH. Then the Senator and I agree upon the propo-
sition that it is not the fault of the law, but that it is the faunlt
of the commission.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It is the fault of the law in allowing the
commission any diseretion at all in the matter., What the law
ought to do is to prohibit the railroads from reducing rates to
meet this competition. If they can not carry the freight at
their ordinary and just rates of tariff, notwithstanding the
river, the freight ought to go to the river, and be carried by
the cheapest means of transportation.

Mr. BORAH. I agree with the Senator.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do.

Mr. TOWNSEND. My understanding is that the attempt on
the part of the Esch-Cummins law was to modify the provision
as it then existed, which was that a charge for a short dis-
tance should not be greater than one for a longer distance, the
shorter being Included within the longer, provided—and this
was the provision—that no rate should be established that was
not compensatory in itself; so that they could not fix a rate
for any distance that would not be compensatory.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. To be sure. The Senator sat on the
committee with- me, and he knows what we were driving at,
and he remembers the discussion in the committee, and the
witnesses that appeared before us. He knows, as I do, that the
old clause under which the commission was first authorized to
do this made it discretionary with the commission.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Yes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. He knows that the commission came
before us and said that that discretion had been used affirma-
tively to the railroads so long that it had become a precedent,
and they could not overthrow it, and we attempted to change
the language so that they could set a new precedent; but, as
far as I am advised, they have not done so.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, that is another proposition I am
unable to understand. There is nothing at all to prevent the
Interstate Commerce Commission from overruling any prece-
dent which it has established at any time since it was organ-
ized. It has perfect power. It is all within its discretion. It
can disregard, and it does disregard, its precedents, and there
could not be any possible reason in law why they should not
disregard any precedent.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator is right about that. They
could, just as the Supreme Court can overrule its own de-
cisions, but he as a lawyer and I as a lawyer know it is hard
to get them to do it. When they establish a precedent they do
not change it. That does not help us at all, because while
they may feel they have the power they do not exercise it.
Congress has invested hundreds of millions in these water-
transportation routes. We know water transportation can
succeed, because it has succeeded in other countries. We
know it can succeed, because it succeeded in America before
this unjust competition was allowed. If the commission is not
willing to handle the matter, Congress should act. There is no
reason why we should attempt to ignore or destroy a great
system of waterways. I am in favor of continuing to build
them up, as the engineers are, and to keep on building them up.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. UNDERWOOQOD. 1 yield.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. My impression is that water transporta-
tion has never been able to compete with railroad transporta-
tion in a country of large distances, and even in Germany it
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was not able to compete, and it was recognized that it eould
not compete without legislation. The German Geovernment
enacted laws providing for a division of the frelght between
the eanalized rivers and the railroads, and in Germany I under-
stand certain freight must be shipped by waterway and can
not be shipped by railroad where there is competition; so that
it has required the force of law even in Germany to make
water transportation possible in competition with raliroads.
To my mind in a great country like this, where distances are
enormous, it is unreasonable to suppose that waterways can
compete with railroads. It is almost a waste of money to
appropriate with that hope,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course, we can theorize about the
matter, but a couple of years ago, when we had this question
‘before us, I took the trouble to read the German statufes, and
I did not find anything in them which would justify what the
Senator from Nebraska has just said. I may not use the exact
‘language, but I believe there are provisions in those statutes
- lwhich do not allow the railroads to reduce their rates fo within
120 per cent of the rates of the waterways. Water carriage is
cheaper thad railroad carriage, and the law does not allow
ithe railroad to come down beyond a certain point and drive
'the water carriers out of business.

There can be no question about the water tramsportation
“being cheaper, when you can load on one barge as much as you
can. carry in two trainloads and when the barge does not cost
as much as the engine of the train, and you start it down the
‘river loaded, and it floats, or has a little tug to pull it. To
'gsay that it costs more to transport by water than to transport
by rail, where you have to build miles of steel rails and carry
the road through a country, pay enormous taxes, and great
‘labor pay rolls, which you do not have in the water trans-
portation, is really ahsurd, as it is to say yeu can not carry
‘heavy freight cheaper by water than by rail. There is no
question about it. It has been so since the beginning of rail
transportation.

Mr. McKELLAR., Mr, President, the Senator will recall that
in the act under which the barge lines were created Congress
expressly provided that they could charge 20 per cent less than
the usual rates charged by the railroads between the same
places, and that discrimination is the law; but the railroads,
just as the Senator has said, have so reduced their rates, and
have insisted wpon such an uonfalr division of rates, as wvir-
tually to put the line, especially about which we are talking,
out of business,

Mr. BORAH. I would like to ask the Sena.tor from Ten-
nessee where the railroads have thus reduced their rates?.

Mr. McKELLAR. Only when they come in eompetition wihh
these river lines, which they want to destroy.

Mr. BORAH. Where is that?

Mr. McKELLAR. That is on the Warrior Rlyer especially.

~Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the Senator that, of
course, they destroyed water competition a decade or two ago.
They destroyed it down the Ohio, they destroyed it down the
Mississippi, they destroyed it down the Warrior, and they ae-
complished that result along most of the great rivers of the
Mississippi Valley. There is no question about that having been
done in the past. They have not had to do it in recent years,
and have nof, done it In recent years, because they had nobody
‘to compete with except the Government.

Mr. BORAH. The time the rivers were carrying most of
the frelght was the tlme when we were spending the least
amount of money on them.

- Mr. UNDERWOOD. That may be true, because the ralil-
roads did not compete with them; they did net start this
ruinous competition which the people of the hinterland had to
pay for.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I want to call the attention
of the Senator from Alabama, and also of the Senator from
Idaho, to the fact that reoently the railroads actually reduced
the freight rate on grain going down the river to New Orleans
'from the upper valley 5, cents a hundred, and the shippers are
enjoying that cut now, getting more return by reason of that
reduction in the rate than the amount of money fo be appro-
priated in this bill for this purpose.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. There is no doubt about that. My
friend from Idaho, whom I respect, and whom I always find
is accurate where he has taken the trouble to investigate, of
course lives among the mountain peaks. This guestion has not
'been next door to him, as it has been next door te us; and
when our system of transportation in the valleys was destroyed,
he was looking above those who live down in the valleys and
did not see what was happening.

Mr. BORAH. I have seen the Senator all the time, and I
always greatly admire him, but the reductien which the able

Senator from Arkansas has spoken of leads me to say that
we had a reduction out West, where there are no rivers, to
meet certain local conditions. I have been interested in water
transportation ever since the building of the Panama Canal,
and I have been trying to have passage of American ships
through the Panama Canal made free. I have undertaken fo
familiarize myself with that subject, but I have been unable
to find where of late the railroads have reduced their freight
rates for the purpose of destroying water competition, and I
do not believe any instance can be cited where that has been
done for many, many years.

Mr., UNDERWOOD. 1 stated that the Senator was prob-
ably right in that statement as regards the last decade, although
I think I could find instances; but the business was dead 10
years and more ago,

Mr. BORAH. It seems to have died after they began to
feed it out of the United States Treasury.

Mr. CARAWAY. Let me give one illustration. I live 103
miles north of Helena, Ark, and because the railroad running
near my town has no competition I could formerly ship from
Helena to St. Louis for just about half as much as I could
ship from my town, because they have the river competition
into Helena,

Mr. BORAH. We come back to the question, Where is the
Interstate Commerce Commission?

Mr, CARAWAY. It is down here on Pennsylvania Ave\nua
and Bighteenth Street; but I do not want to be facetious——

Mr. UNDERWOOD, If the Senator will allow me, I do not
want to interrupt him, but I think sometimes the Interstate
Commerce Commissien is living in the mountains and can not
see us in the valleys.

Mr. BORAH. I want to say to the Senator that if he lived
out in the mountain region he would think differently.

Mr. CARAWAY. I am not speaking about the policy of the
commission ; but there was a recognized right of the railroads
to meet what they called water competition. It was legal,
under the ruling of the commission, up to within a compara-
tively few years, and if one imagines there was not such com-
petition, he ought to go and compare the rates on the railroad
and on the river. The water rates were approximately 50 per
cent of the rall rates. The gentleman sitting to my right lives
on the White River. We improved the White River for a short
distance, and then they built a line of railroad right alongside
it, and operated the railroad absolutely at a loss all the time
until they destroyed the last bit of water competition.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. I know the Senator from Idaho is per-
fectly sincere in what he says, but he simply does not know
the facts. What the Senator from Arkansas has said I know
to be true. I know it is true in my State. There is not a man
whe lives in the Mississippi Valley along these rivers who does
mot know that the railroads have deliberately gone out to de-
stroy water compétitien, and largely because Congress has
permitted it.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, we can not escape the fact,
then, that the Interstate Commerce Commission has connived
at the crime.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not willing to give the Interstate
Commerce Commission an entire acquittal. I do mot say that
they are entirely to blame; I think some of the blame lies at
our own doors. At any rate, I think there was no justification
for it, but I am not willing te abandon these water routes be-
cause either the Congress or the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion has been derelict in its duty to the American people in
seeing that they are protected against this unjust and unfair
competition, and the natural, cheap means of transportation
of thelr produets to the sea has been destroyed.

What I rose te say was this, and I say it in all good part:
That since I have been in Congress I have continually listened
to attacks from gentlemen coming from the great mountain
country on the rivers of the country and appropriations for
their lmprovement. I think the first thing I ever heard sung
in the House of Representatives was an attack because of
“macadamizing " creeks in the Mississippi Valley,

There may have been a time when unwarranted appropria-
tions were made, but everybody knows that for the last decade
appropriations do not get info these bills until they have been
carefully supervised by the engineers of the United States Gov-
ernment, who have no personal interest in them, and when
money has been expended on river and harbor projects it has
brought a depth of water that actually justified transportation
if the ships were allowed to run.

The men who come from the Mississippi Valley, as I do, have
never made war on the great mountain regions of the West, I
sat on the Committee on Irrigation in the House of Representa-
tives, when it was equally divided, at the time the great irriga-
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tion bill was reported to the House. That bill came out of the
committee by one vote; and if I had cast my vote the other way
it would not have been reported, but I voted for it. When it
came into the House of Representatives to be made a law, prac-
tically the entire membership from the South, men who lived In
the Mississippl Valley cast their votes in favor of the bill and
made It a law, and gave that great western country a chance to
grow and develop.

Whenever the great West has appealed to the South on a falir,
economic question invelving their growth and development, they
have found our people standing with them; and yet every time
this question has come up, the most vital question to us, a
question of ultimate cheap transportation for the products of
our fields to the market and the world’s market, where we have
to compete with the competition of the world, I find that the
men who have called for our help are the first to denounce and
attempt to destroy the one feature concerning us to be found in
these bills of vital economic importance to us. Where are the
appropriations that amount to anything that go South outside
of this one item? Where are they spent? I do not mean the
appropriations made in war times, because we built some camps
there then; but ordinarily where do they go?

Mr. LENROOT. May I ask the Senator what appropriations
go to the North any more than go to the South?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not eriticizing their going to the
North,

Mr. LENROOT. But what appropriations do go to the North
that do not equally affect the South?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. But they are not spent in the South
and the South is not benefited. Most of them do not go to the
Senator’s part of the country any more than they go to mine,
but they go to the North. The only great appropriation that
we get in the Southland that is of vital importance to the
economic question involved for our people, and it is an impor-
tunt question, is the one we are discussing now. We are not
asking to compete with the North. We are asking that the
door may be opened for us to get to the sea, but every time we
ask it and the proposition comes here in a bill we are chal-
lenged at the door by men who ask our help and to whom we
have been giving help for many years in their own economie
gquestions.

1 do not see the justice of it. I think when the engineers
make an estimate of this kind, and when it is for the develop-
ment of the rivers, that we are entitled to have it retained in
the bill, that it should not be thrown out of the bill simply
because somebody says freight is not moving on the rivers when
we know why it is not moving there. It is because we have
allowed competition coming from the great railroad lines of the
country to destroy our water transportation. I think the thing
Congress should do, instead of criticizing the development of
our rivers, is to correct the law so the barge lines and steam-
boats may live on the rivers in the future.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr. President, Clark, who was president
of the old Illinois Central, said the physical configuration of
the country was such that if one started a barrel of flour from
St. Paul it would roll to the Gulf of Mexico. Of course, there
are obstructions here and there that would do away with that
theory, but undoubtedly New Orleans has been placed just
where it ought to have been, the great export point of the
United States for grain and meats and agricultural products,
There flow to it the Missouri, the Mississippi, the Ohio, the Alle-
gheny, the Monongahela, the Tennessee, the Cumberland, all
the rivers that compose the great valley, and yet the commerce
upon the great Mississippi River does not compare with that
upon the Rhine in Germany. I want to direct a few minutes to
pointing out why.

Bismarck had a great many faults, but his worst enemy never
accused him of being a fool, When they came to the gquestion
of competition between the railroads and the Rhine and the
other rivers that pass through Germany Into the German Sea
or into the Baltic, Bismarck always insisted that the rivers
should carry their sharé of commerce. He said that result
could be achieved by simply not diseriminating against them,
That was all that was necessary. So, as a matter of fact, in
1914, when the Great War began, the Rhine was carrying the
iron ore, the coal, the lumber, and all the heavy materials, and was
doing an infinitely large business. Although there were rail-
ronds on each side of the Rhine, they were not congested. The
waterways naturally took the heavy stuff with the cheap freight
rates, where expedition of delivery was not a point or the main
point even to be considered, while the railroads took the other
things.

Now, what has happened here?

Mr. BORAH, Mr, President, may I ask the Senator a ques-
tion?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Certainly,

Mr. BORAH. The river of which the Senator speaks runs
in the direction in which the railroads run. But suppose
the Senator wanted to get some freight from Pittsburgh, Pa.,
to Portland, Oreg, how would he get it there upon the same
theory?

Mr, WILLIAMS. It could not be done; but I am not contend-
ing that it should be done. However, it has nothing to do with
the proposition.

So much for the German history of great river traffic, Now,
let me come to the American history of it. This time it is the
Mississippi River. The gentleman from Texas, or a Member
of the House of Representatives, who had been Postmaster Gen-
eral of the Confederacy, sent over to the Senate the Reagan bill
establishing the Interstate Commerce Commission or a national
railroad commission. One of the provisions in that bill was that
under no circumstances should a higher charge be made for
a short haul—this is answering the Senator’s question—than for
a longer haul in the same direction. Then when the bill got
over here, that inimitable legislator, John Sherman, of Ohio,
got an amendment upon the bill and put in the seemingly in-
nocent words “under similar circumstances”™ or * under similar
conditions,” T have forgotten the exact language; I think it
was “similar circumstances,” but it may have been * similar
conditions.”

Thereupon the Interstate Commerce Commission ruled ‘that
notwithstanding the long-and-short-haul provision, the principle
of the ethics of business was that a railroad had a right to com-
pete with a waterway and charge less without reducing its
intermediate freight rates, and the consequence was that they
could charge a railway rate from St. Paul to Vicksburg, Miss,,
or to New Orleans to compete with the river rates, although
every individual shipment competing with the river rates was
a loss so far as it itself was concerned. The only way in which
the railroads made money out of it was that it kept up their
general business, and as the haul was so long and there was no
interference with it along the route they could charge almost
any freight rate provided they did not reduce the freight rates
between intermediate points on hauls in the same direction.

Then I and some others began—or rather, I should have said,
when some others and I began, because they began at an earlier
time and contributed much more to it—to endeavor to deprive
the Interstate Commerce Commission of the power to enable
the railroad to cut its rates wherever it struck a river while it
did not cut intermediate rates or rates for equal distances to
points that did not strike a river. Finally an amendment to
that effect was adopted in the House. It came over here and
was amended then by leaving it to the discretion of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission. The Interstate Commerce Com-
mission has exercised its discretion in favor of the railroads
and against the rivers all the time.

Now nobody has demanded any discrimination. All we are
demanding is that natuore shall take its course, and that the
advantage which nature has given to certain places shall not
be destroyed by artificial legislation. Notwithstanding all that
discrimination, in spite of all this discrimination New Orleans
is to-day the second largest port of export in the United States,
showing what nature would have dome if legislation had not
interfered. According to old Clark's theory, a barrel of flour
started at St. Paul would roll to the Gulf, or come mightily
near it, and if it were started from Cincinnati or Pittsburgh, on
the other side to the east, it would pretty nearly roll to the
Gulf, and started at the headwaters of the Missouri it would
pretty nearly roll to the Gulf, and started down the Red below
it would roll pretty close to some point on the Gulf, and started
down the Pearl or the Lee it would roll to the Gulf, though, of
course, not te New Orleans. ;

Here ig this great, remarkable fan of waterways stretching
from the Rocky Mountains on the one side to the top of the
Alleghenies on the other, narrowing more and more as it
goes southward until when we get to New Orleans it is a
very narrow place. The Leaf and the Pearl flow directly into
the Gulf on the one side of a small ridge, not a very high ridge,
and other streams, the Sabine and others, flow into the Gulf
on the west side of another not very high ridge. But as a
whole it starts like the points of a great fan and comes down,
narrowing as it comes, but it brings the water from the
Rockies and the Alleghenies and empties it through a funnel
into the lower part of the Mississippi Valley.

We have interfered with it so that it has nearly crippled
what ought to be the great ocean bearing auxiliary of America,
the great ocean’s first assistant in the commerce of these
United States. We have not been able to do it completely,
because New Orleans is second as an export point, but we have
done a great deal toward doing it.
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Now, if we had obeyed a wise policy, such as was followed
in Germany, two things would have occurred. First, the north
and south railways would not have been congested with freight
to such an extent that it would take from 10 to 15 days to
carry a carload of freight from New York down to Mobile,
to New Orleans, to Galveston, to almost any point on the
Gulf coast. So we have crippled the railways somewhat as
commerce feeders, and we have deprived the river of the
burden of its commerce. We have done both. I remember
that James J. Hill, the great railway man, said that if some
one came to him with an offer that he should deliver 50
carloads of freight from New Orleans to New York within
25 days he would be compelled to refuse it if he had the
management of every line that would handle the freight.

Why was that? It was because we had allowed the rail-
roads to make a discrimination against the intermediate points
in favor of river points and water points by charging less than
the cost of the haul, and we have thereby congested them while
we have emasculated the river. Now, suppose we quit both.
Give a chance to nature to assert itself. That is not claiming
any discrimination. When people have a natural advantage
they ought to be allowed to enjoy it. Legislation ought not
to destroy a natural advantage, wherever it may be.
should simply make the rule that wherever a railroad charges
a certain rate from one point to another it shall charge no
higher rate of freight from the first point to any intermediate
point than it charges to the other, that would be a wise rule.

What has been the result of a whole lot of this action on
our part? I remember the time when it was solemnly asserted
and alleged, and affidavits were made to support it, and I sup-
pose it was true, that it paid men to ship freight from New
York to San Francisco, a water point, and then ship it back to
Helena, Mont., rather than to ship it from New York to
Helena direct. They said that was true. I do not know
whether it was or not. I never went fully into the question,
but I read the evidence. There were affidavits, and people
with tolerable good repute swore to them, to the effect that
people would absolutely have their goods shipped from New
York to San Francisco and then shipped back to Helena,
Mont., and get a much cheaper rate than if they had shipped
direct from New York to Helena.

Then some of them conceived the idea that they would be
bright and smart and Yankeelike sharp and English and
Secoteh like sharp in business; and so they would get a permit
to take the freight off en route at Helena. But then, lo and
behold, it was decided that that was a fraud, and they could
not do it; that the freight had to be carried bodily all the way
to San Francisco and be brought bodily all the way back. It
is absurd that a man could not be allowed to take his freight
off in transitu when the shipper and he had agreed, because by
doing so they would break up the great bunko railroad game
which was playing the shipper for all he was worth.

Mr. GOODING. I am quite sure the Senator is stating the
facts in connection with the matter. Not only did that happen
as to Helena but it also happened in practically all of the inte-
rior States of the West.

Mr. WILLIAMS. At any rate, from my cursory reading of
the -testimony I believed it at the time to be true. I do not
know, however, and I do not wish to vouch for anything I do
not know.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I have no doubt that things
have been done by the railroads in order to destroy water com-
petition exactly as has been alleged upon this floor; but the
fault for the disappearance of water-borne commerce upon
many of the rivers of this country has not been altogether that
of the railroads. It seems to me so plain that every Senator
must recognize it, that one of the reasons for the decline of
traffic upon the Missourl and the Mississippi Rivers, for in-
stance, is the fact that in the days when there was a great
volume of commerce on those rivers there was no other way by
which produets could be carried either up or down in that ter-
ritory; there were no railroads. Then, when the railroads
came, rail transportation became cheaper than any possible
water transportation where the haul was very short, where the
shipment originated inland, and not upon a river point, and
where the destination was not upon the water but inland. In
other words, where there has to be a shipment by rail to a
water point, a short haul by water, and the goods then have to
be unloaded and again shipped by railroad cars, in such a case
there can be no economy in water transportation.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, if the Senator will
allow me, I merely wish to call his attention to the fact that
goods shipped from New York to the city of Birmingham, Ala.,
coming to Mobile, there transferred to barge lines, and then

If we

agaln transferred to the railroad at Tuscaloosa, and thence to
Birmingham, are carried at a cheaper freight rate than the
all-rail freight rate. That is not a theory. A great deal of the
goods that go into the stores of the merchants of Birmingham
come by water on the Mallory Line steamships to Mobile, and
up the Warrior River into Birmingham by way of Tuscaloosa;
so that, although the Senator from Wisconsin may be correct
in regard to some matters about which I do not know, I do
know that he is incorrect in reference to this particular matter.

Mr. LENROOT. What the Senator from Alabama has stated
might have happened in & particular case; but does the Senator
dispute my contention as an economic propogition? I was only
stating it as an economic proposition.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course, there are a great many ele-
ments involved. I think that under some circumstances the
Senator’s statement may be true, but under other circumstances
it would not be. Now I will give the Senator an illustration.

Mr. WILLIAMS. What was the statement of the Senator
from Wiseonsin?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator from Wisconsin said that
freight might be hauled by water cheaper when it was not
transferred to railroads, but that when there was an inter-
mediate transfer to railroads the all-rail rate was cheaper.

Mr. LENROOT. I stated when there was a short haul by
water,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. In the case of a short haul by water.
Of course, it depends upon the length or shortness of the haul.

Mr. LENROOT, That is the point. I was just about to
complete my statement. There must be a long enough haul
by water so that the cheaper water transportation upon that
part of it will more than absorb the extra handling charge
involved in the intermediate rail shipments,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course.

~Mr. WILLIAMS. That is true.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The proposition about which I am talk-
ing involves a comparatively long haul. I wish, by way of
illustration, to cite another instance, though, it is true, a pretiy
long water haul is involved. The greatest movement of freight
of which I know in this country is the transfer of iron ore from
the State of the Senator from Wisconsin and from Minnesota
to the furnaces in Pittsburgh. That movement starts with a
short railroad haul, then the freight goes across the Great
Lakes; it is then unloaded and goes by rail to Pittsburgh. It
is transported twice by rail and once by water and, of course,
has got to be unloaded and reloaded at each transfer. That
instance demonstrates that such transportation may be done
and is successfully done. More than that, the Pittsburgh fur-
naces could not use that ore if they did not have the advantage
of the water transportation. .

Mr. LENROOT. That is a perfect illustration of the very
point that I am trying to make,

Mr. GOODING. Mr, President

Mr. LENROOT. I will yield in just a moment.

Water transportation upon the Lakes has been 8o successful
and the railroads have not been able to crush transportation
upon the Lakes because the economies have been so great that
the railroads could not do it; but the haul is long enough so
as much more than to absorb the extra handling charge.
Wherever that is true, and we can improve a river or a harbor
at a reasonable cost, so that the additional charge is not
merely paid out of the Public Treasury and eventually there
is no saving at all—in all such cases we are justified in mak-
ing such improvements.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. What I am arguing for to-day are the
items in the pending bill which relate to the Mississippi River.
Of course, so far as the Warrior River, to which I have re-
ferred, is concerned, that improvement has been completed and
has been paid for; we are not asking for any appropriations
for that; but we merely wish an opportunity to do business.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator is rather anticipating some
objections which he thinks I may make, but which, perhaps,
he will find that I shall not make.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. As to water transportation, we have
it by sea from New York to Mobile and for almost B00 miles
from Mobile to Birmingham ; while down the Mississippi and
its tributaries there are 2,000 miles of water transportation.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Five thousand miles.

Mr., UNDERWOOD. The Senator from Louisiana says 5,000
miles, and I have no doubt he is correct, including the Missis-
sippi and its tributaries. So that there is a long water haul,
Of course, in the case of a very short haul, the Senator may
be correct. We are not, however, pleading for that: we are
pleading for an opportunity to vitalize water transportation
in the very instance where the Senator himself admits that
it may be developed.
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Mr. LENROQOT. If the Senator will allow me to develop the
argument I was making, perhaps we shall not disagree. I per-
fectly agree that if we can upon the Mississippi River develop
commerce to New Orleans on a long enough haul so as to absorb
the extra costs of which I have spoken, then transportation
over the Missgjssippi, with the proper regulation of railroad
rates upon the part of the Government, will be a success; but
we have got to have the long haul, and I think we must look
for success on the Mississippi River principally to shipments
through to New Orleans for foreign export, We ean not expect
any great commerce to be developed upon the Mississippt River
at any point where the haul is only 100 miles or 200 miles or
300 miles along the river and then the goods have to be trans-
ported inland, coming in the first place by railroad to the
initial point upon which the water shipment is made. That is
why I am anxious to have the Mississippl River completed and
put in the best possible condition from 8t. Louis to New Or-
leans. I want to see the Ohio River completed and put in the
best possible condition so that there will be a eompleted chan-
nel to New Orleans. Then, I say that if that is not success-
ful—and by successful 1 mean taking into consideration the cost
each year to the Government of maintaining the river—then,
it is simply absurd to expect any benefits from the improve-
ment of the Missourl River or the upper Mississippi River. I
think I have now made my point clear fo the Senator from
Alabama.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I have no objection to
the statement which the Senator makes in regard to that fea-
ture of the case, beeause I think he is correct. But we are not
asking to have rivers “macadamized”; we are not asking to
do an impossible thing; we are only asking for a fair chance
for the development of a great natural resource that may be
made profitable.

Mr. LENROOT. The trouble with the Senator is that he
makes the assumption that it can be made profitable, but that
has not yet been proven.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It was profitable in the past before
undue competition was put against it, and while, of course, the
future must prove the fact, I can not do so; yet I have not a
doubt in my mind that those rivers would be alive with barge
lines and steamboats carrying the commerce of that great val-
ley to the sea within a decade if the Congress would give them
a chance.

Mr. LENROOT. I hope the Senator is correct, yet it must
be noted that there has been practieally a complete channel
from St. Louis to New Orleans for a good many years, and
the commerce has been very slow in developing. It has been
fmpossible to get any private capital to engage In it, and the
Government itself has been compelled to do it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not now speaking of the appro-
priation, but I am speaking of the undue and destructive
competition that Congress or the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission—one or the other-—has invited as against these water-
WIAYS,

li‘Ir. LENROOT. T am speaking about what the Senator
intimates, that there are no items in this bill that are in ae-
cord with the theory which I have just presented.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not familiar with all the items, be-
cause this is a general appropriation and I have not given
ecareful and detailed study to all the items. I assume they
are correct, as they come here with the recommendation of the
Government engineers.

Mr. LENROOT. I have just stated that I hope to see and I
want to see the Mississippi a success, and T want to see the
Ohio River a success.

Alr. GOODING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Laop in the chair). Does
the Senator from \Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. LENROOT, I yleld.

Mr. GOODING. I should like to ask the Senator if he
thinks there is any chance for water competition on our rivers
s0 long as we permit a violation of the fourth section of the
interstate commerce law? There are 12,000 violations of that
law to-day where the railroads in this country have been
permitted to charge more for a short haul than for a long
haul. Surely there can not be any doubt in the mind of any
Senator that such violations of the interstate commerce act
have destroyed water transportation.on our rivers. I do not
care how much money may be spent for improving rivers, un-
less water transportation is protected through legislation it
can not exist in America. /

1 wish to say further to the Senator that the railroads have
not only destroyed transportation on the rivers, but they have
destroyed coastwise transportation from the West. We are not
permitted to ship freight from Portland or Seattle or San

Francisco to any extent at all, especially from the interior,
because the railroads make the rate so high, two or three times
on a mileage basis what the rates are in the East, that they
force all of our farm products over the long haul to the eastern
market, - This policy of the railroads brings about a great
congestion and shortage of cars everywhere when the farm
products are moving to market. Through this poliey of charg-
ing excessive freight rates for the short haul to the Pacifie
coast the people of my State are denied the use of the Pacific
Ocean which God Almighty, no doubt, intended for the use of
all the people.

These excessive freight rates of the West denied the people
of my Btate the use of the Panama Canal which they were
taxed to help build as well as the rest of the people.

Practically all of Idaho's farm products should be shipped to
Portland to receive the benefit of water transportation and if
we were given a reasonable freight rate, or anywhere near as
cheap a freight rate to the West on a mileage basis as to the
East, all of our wheat and many other farm products would
receive the benefit of water transportation.

I introduced a bill some time in December denying the Inter-

. state Commerce Commission the right to violate the fourth

section of the interstate commerce act; but, unfortunately,
the chairman of the Interstate Commerce Committee has been
ill and there has been no hearing, and I do not suppose there
will be one on this measure at this session, but until we change
our laws so as to deny to the Interstate Commerce Commission
the right to make these violations, all this money that we spend
to improve our rivers is not wasted, of course, but to a large
extent it will be impossible to develop anything like an ade-
quate cominerce.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I am not going into that
question, although the Senator of course is familiar with the
argument which has been made by the railroads affecting his
own country, too; and I am not going to express any opinion
on it, other than te say that the situation narrated by the Sen-
ator from Missigsippi, where some years ago they charged the
San Francisco rate plus the local rate back and then simply
shipped the freight out from the East to that point, was ab-
solutely indefensible, Of course, however, the Senator is famil-
iar with the claim that Is made, that where this lower rate
has been granted by reason of water competition, it is upon
the theory that the traflic would be lost entirely to the railroads;
that it costs so much to maintain a railroad, its track and
equipment, its sectipn men and its overhead, and therefore it
is no injury but a benefit to those who do live in the interior
to permit a somewhat lower rate where water competition ex-
ists, so as to get the traffic, and enable that traffie to bear part of
the cost of the overhead, although in itself it may not be profit-
able.

Mr. GOODING. Mr, President, I want to say to the Senator
that we do not accept that claim in the West at all.

Mr. LENROOT. I know you do not.

Mr. GOODING. My people lost 10,000 carloads of potatoes
this vear because they were not given a freight rate that would
enable them to move them to market. I saw wheat stacked up
in the fields for three months because there was no transporta-
tion to earry it to market. We do not accept that theory at all

Mr. LENROOT. 1 know the Senator does not, and I do
not——

Mr. GOODING. The people of the West do not.

Mr. LENROOT. 1 do not accept it to the extent that the
railroads have inveked it either; and yet I can see that to have
an iron-clad rule practically putting the freight of this country
npon a mileage basis might work to the injury of the very
people of whom the Senator from Idaho speaks and whom he
desires, of course, to benefit.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President——

Mr. LENROOT. I yield.

Mr, TOWNSEND. If the Senator will yield, there has been
much discussion here to-day as to the status of the law rela-
tive to the so-called long and short haul, The Senator from
Mississippl has practically stated correctly. the history of the
interstate commerce law in reference to the matter. I want
to read for the Recorp, If the Senator will permit me, sec-
tion 4 of the act of 1920, which was the last statement of the
Congress relative to the law for handling freight on the long
and short haul

The act of 1920 amended section 4 of the interstate commerce
law itself, and as amended the section reads as follows:

That it shall be unlawful for any common carrier subject to the
rovisions of this act to charge or receive any greater compensatlo
the aggregate for the trunsportation of passengers, or of like kind o
property, for a shorter than for a longer distance over the same line
or route in the same direction, the shorter being included within the
Jonger distance, or to charge any greater compensation as a through
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ggrega iate rates subject to the pro-
:-?;leon*: aox; H:laa l’:wt, hugetlgfq ‘n;];iaalilnltail;mbeg congtrued as gmthorir-lnx any
common carrler within the terms of this act to charge or receive as
great compensgation for a shorter as for a longer distance : Provided,

hat upon application to the c n_ guch ¢ carrier may in
special cases, after Investigation, be authorized by the commission to
charge less for longer than for shorter distances for the transportation
of pasgengers or property; and the commission may from time to time
prescribe the extent to which such designated common carrier may be
relieved from the operation of this section ; but In exercising the au-
thority conferred upon It in this proviso the commission shall mnot
permig the establishment of any charge to or from the more distant
point that is not reasonably compensatory for the service performed;
and if a circuitous rajl line or route is, because of such circuity,
granted authority to meet the charges of a more direct line or route
to or from competitive points and to maintain higher charges to or
from intermediate points on its line, the authority shall not include
intermediate points as to which the haul of the petitioning line or
route is not longer than that of the direct line or route between the
competitive points; and no such authorization shall be granted on
account of merely potential water competitien not actually in ex-
istence—

And so forth. That is the present law relative to the long
and short haul.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, in reply to the Senator I
was about to state that since the passage of the Esch-Cummins
law, if the commission performs its duty, there can be no
such thing in the future as has been complained of this
afternoon.

Mr. GOODING.
correct him?

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly.
Esch-Cummins law.

Mr. GOODING. Within the last six months we have had
a rafte on wool from Portland to Boston of $1.50 a hundred;
from Shoshone, Idaho, 608 miles inland, nearer Boston, the
rate has been $2.81 a hundred; so that is a violation of the
fourth section of the interstate commerce act, and that is
within the last six months.

Mr. TOWNSEND. That ean not be a violation of the see-
tion unless the $1.50 rate is not compensatory in itself,

Mr. GOODING. Well, then, if $1.50 is a compensatory rate,
what is the $2.817 It is robhery.

Mr. LENROOT. Of course, if the $1.50 is compensatory to
Boston, the other rate is too high and should be reduced by the
commission. That is the answer, of course.

Mr, President, this being a general lump-sum appropriation,
the Senator from Alabama teok it for granted that there were
no appropriations in this bill that if expended would not
without question benefit navigation to a degree commensurate
with the cost. I want to spend a moment on the Missouri
River.

Of this $56,000,000, $1,500,000 will be spent upon the Mis-
souri River—§500,000 for maintenance, $1.000,000 for improve-
ment—and I am going to speak only of the maintenance item
now. The commerce carried on the Missouri River last vear,
according to the table placed in the Recorp and according to
the Engineer’s Report, was 139,000 tons. That is practieally
$4 a ton that the Government has contributed out of the
Treasury of the United States to enable that amount of com-
merce to be carried by water. As a matter of fact, the major
part of that 139,000 tons is sand and gravel, I am informed;
but we have improved only a very small part of the Missouri
River. The entire improvement will cost more than £20,000,000 :
and on the small part that we have improved it is proposed to
expend out of the estimate of one million and a half dollars
$225.000 for repairs to existing dikes and revetments,

When the entire $20,000,000 is expended, and it is all diked
and revetted, how muech is it going to cost to maintain the
Missouri River each year? According to these figures, it will
cost not less than a million dollars a year to maintain that
river after we have completed the improvement,

Suppose that the shippers do save a million dollars a year
by reason of the commerce that will be ecarried on the Missouri
River. Is the Government justified in making the improvement
then unless there be a greater saving than that? Can any-
body ask this Government to pay out of ‘ts Treasury a sum of
money where the saving will not be greater than the amount
that it has cost the taxpayers? 1 think that is a fair ques-
tion; but so far as we can foresee now, Mr. President, the
time probably will never come, or at least—I do not want to
put it so strongly—certainly the time will not come within the
next 10 years when there will be enough commerce on the
Missouri River to justify a $20,000,000 improvement projeet
and $1,000,000 maintenance each year.

On the Mississippi River we have a different proposition.
The cost of maintenance is not nearly so great, and the com-
merce that will go down the Ohio River is of such magnitude,
I believe, that we may hope for that being a success; but I
repeat that if the Mississippi River and the Ohio River will

Mr. President, will the Senator let me

I said since the passage of the

not be commercially successful, who is there that will predict
that the Missouri River would be commercially successful?

The same thing is true of the upper Mississippi, in my own
country. In this $56,000,000 there is included an item of $1,100,-
000 for the improvement of the upper Mississippi. I také exactly
the same position with reference to that that T do with reference
to the Missouri, although the upper Mississippi for several hun-
dred miles runs along the borders of the State that I have the
honor in part to represent. It will be time enough to put in
these millions when we determine that the lower Mississippi is a
commercially successful project; but until that time we had
better save the money of the taxpayers, because the upper
Mississippi River will not get worse, and if the improvement
down below does not warrant the cost we shall have just
thrown away our money upon the upper river.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator
just a minute? 7

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. CARAWAY. I notice that the upper Mississippi River,
between the Missouri River and Minneapolis, carried last year
761,522 tons of freight, and yet we find it in this very situa-
tion, if I may read just one paragraph. 1 will take only a
minute of the Senator’s time.

Mr. LENROOT. All right.

Mr. CARAWAY. Last April there was to have been a barge
line put on the upper Mississippi River between Minneapolis
and St. Louis. In anticipation of this barge-line service the
rail line paralleling the river between Minneapolis and St.
Louis early this year, with the approval of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, made a rate upon first-class freight of
$1.06% per 100 pounds over a distance of 586 miles, while the
rail rate from Minneapolis to Kansas City, over a more level
country, a distance of 500 miles, was $1.44. In anticipation

of .a possible competing line en the Mississippi, they cut the

freight 40 cents a hundred,

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I do not know whether the
Senator objects to the reduction of freight rates or not. Under
the law, they are not permitted to reduce rates below what is
compensatory.

Mr, CARAWAY. I was just trying to show that instead of
using the water, however, the railroads, knowing that the rate
could be reduced, cut the rate,

Mr. LENROOT. That may be; only the answer is, it ought
to be cut in the other portion of the country.

Mr. CARAWAY. T agree with the statement the Senator
was making a minute ago, but I am showing that here are
nearly 800,000 tons of freight carried on the upper Mississippi
River despite these conditions.

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator inform the Senate as to
the character of the commerce carried on the upper Mississippi
River and the distance it is carried?

Mr. CARAWAY. I am sure I do not know.

AMr. LENROOT. The Senator will find that most of it is
carried across the river by ferries at different points between
cities. There is no appreciable commerce from St. Paul, the
head of navigation, down the Mississippi River.

Mr. CARAWAY. All T know, of course, is the figures given
by the engineers in their reports. I do not know the character
of the freight.

Mr. LENROOT. 1 may say that I have in my possession—
I have not them with me—resolutions passed by one of the
consgiderable cities bordering on the Mississippi River asking
that further money be not expended upon the Mississippi River
unless and until a barge line is put upon the river that will
produce commerce. If is of no benefit to any eity in Wisconsin

bordering upon the Mississippi River, except so far as the-

wiiges that the men get may be spent in the city, to have this
improvement if no commerce is carried over the river.

Mr. CARAWAY. I was just calling the Senator's attention
to the fact that the mere threat of putting a barge line on the
Mississippi River reduced the freight from Minneapolis to St.
Louis from $1.44 &4 hundred to $1.06% a hundred. ’

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator state where he got that
information ?

Mr. CARAWAY. T am taking the information from a report
filed by Mr. Newrox of Missouri, who put it in the Recorp of
January 20.

Mr. LENROOT. Is it his statement or the statement of the
Board of Engineers?

Mr. CARAWAY. I am unable to answer that. He was giv-
ing a statement of actual conditions.

Mr. LENROOT. I would like to have the facts before I
undertook to discuss it. Of course, the fact that a reduction
might have gone into effect, and that previous to that time
there was a promise to put a barge line on the river, might

\
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have been a coincidence, or the barge line might have been
reason for the reduction. ;

Mr., CARAWAY. The real facts are that the freight rate
from New Orleans to St. Louis is §1.063—for 580 miles parallel-
ing the river. From Minneapolis to Kansas City, only 500 miles
and over a more level route, the freight rate is §1.44, which
would, of course, leave no room for speculation as to why the
rate was reduced along the river, It was to prevent the estab-
lishment of a barge line. It was to kill competition.

Mr. LENROOT. Again I say that if that rate is itself com-
pensatory nobody can object, but if that rate is compensatory
the rate west of Kansas City is more than compensatory and
ought to be reduced.

Mr, CARAWAY. That is the point

Mr. KING. Referring to the matter of the Mississippl River
and the Missouri River, the Senator, in discussing some time
ago the improvements upon the Mississippi River, made the
statement—or I inferred from his statement—that additional
improvements are needed on the Mississippi River to carry com-
merce. I want to ask the Senator, because he is more familiar
with that than I am, why it is necessary to make improvements
there for carrying commerce, even though the commerce might
be greatly increased, when we take into account that in the
forties and fifties and sixties and seventies the commerce upon
the Mississippl River was very much greater, as I am advised,
than it is now, and boats of congiderable size plied up and down
the river? There seemed to be no obstacles then to commerce,
and very little, if any, sums were appropriated in the early
days for canalization, for ving sand bars, or for improve-
ments. The river itself was sufficiently large to ecarry the com-
merce, and if it was large enough to carry the commerce then,
which was very much greater than the commerce now, why
the necessity of millions and tens of millions of dollars of addi-
tional appropriations? : :

Mr. LENROOT. I think perhaps the Senator was not in the
Chamber when I began my statement. I tried then to give the
reason for the large commerce in the early days and the reason
for the decline, the decline being in part due to the fact that
the reduction of rates on railroads drove the commerce off the
river and in part due to the fact that originally water was the
only means by which commerce could be transported. In the
early days there were no railroads; but if the origin of ship-
ment is inland, away from the river, and the haul upon the river
is a short haul and the destination is away from the river, it
is actually cheaper to ship by rail than by water.

Mr. KING. I appreciate that, and I think I agree with the
observation of the Senator, but the point I am trying to make
is that if appropriations were made for improvement or main-
tenance, they were insignificant in amount measured by the ap-
propriations for the past 20 or 80 years for improvements upon
the Mississippi River, and if without appropriations for im-
provement or maintenance the volume of commerce which
could be carried in those early days was in excess of that which
is now carried why make additional improvements?

Mr. LENROOT., Because in the early days in point of tons
the cost was very small indeed for each boat, but now the
greater the draft the greater the tonnage of your barge, and
the greater the tonnage of your barge the cheaper it can be
operated. Of course, commerce can not be carried over a river
with a 3-foot draft as cheaply as it can over a river with a
6-foot draft, and that is still more true of a river with a 9-foot
draft. On the Great Lakes, with our tremendous commerce, I
will say in passing that more commerce goes in and out of my
own city of Superior, in connecting with Duluth, just across the
way, than is handled, according to some of these tables, in all
the so-called secondary rivers and harbors put together.

Mr, KING. Does the Senator mean that the boats which
are now used upon the Mississippl River are so much larger
than those which were used in the early days that they could
not have been floated down the river in those days?

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly; in those early days they had a
2 or 3 foot draft. ;

Mr. KING. My understanding is that some of those boats
carried considerable tonnage, and while the boats used now
are larger and carry a greater tonnage, they are so construected
as not to require very deep water; they are flat-bottomed, in
other words,

Mr. LENROOT. They are flat-bottomed. I want to spend
a moment now upon the question as to what part of this
$506,000,000 will be used in the way of maintenance of some of
our rivers, and the commerce that is earried on them. The
hour is late, and I am going to refer to only a few.

Mr., WADSWORTH. I assume the Senator is going to refer
to the projects which are mentioned in this report as finished,
in g large measure?

Mr. LENROOT. I am going to refer only to those where
the appropriation is made for maintenance. I am not going
to discuss any item where the appropriation is for improve-
ment. Take, for instance, the Pamlico and Tar Rivers, of
North Carolina, where it is proposed to spend $12,000 of this
$56,000,000 for maintenance of those streams, upon which in
1921 there was a commerce of 624 tons. In other words, we
propose to expend out of the United States Treasury about $20 -
a ton in this particular instance for the commerce that is car-
1'1::':(:'11_l ov%r uﬁm rivers.

the Red River, in Arkansas, it is proposed to expend
$100,000 in maintenance, a river upon whlzchp‘l‘ast year xtlﬁare j
were carried 13,000 tons; or it is proposed to spend about $7.50
a ton out of the United States Treasury for the commerce that
is carried over that river.

There is a river in Florida, the name of which I can not
pronounce, upon which It is proposed to expend $90,000, as I
read it, for maintenance, upon which 5,000 tons of commerce
were carried last year.

I wish that every Senator would read this table, and espe-
clally these items for maintenance, and the figures of the
commerce carried upon the rivers, and see what it is cost-
ing out of the United States Treasury to carry a few hun-
dtred or a few thousand tons of commerce upon some of the
rivers. :

‘When one objects to that, surely it can not be said that he is
an enemy to the improvement of our rivers and other water-
ways. Indeed, the public sentiment against proper expendi-
tures—expenditures which will clearly be beneficial to the
public—has been caused by Congress being willing in some cases
to have money taken out of the Treasury the expenditure of
which never ean be justified from the standpoint of the benefits
conferred upon commerce thereby.

I do not think we ought to confine ourselves to the Budget
estimate of $27,000,000 for next year, and I want to say that
while I have stood and shall continue to stand by the Budget,
I have never taken the position that, so far as Congress itself
is concerned, Congress is without power or without right to
increase an estimate made by the Budget, Our committee have
done it in a number of instances at this session ; but there should
be the strongest reason, it seems to me, for so doing, and there
ought to be a full investigation before it is done.

I do not think it is necessary that we should appropriate
§56,000,000 for the purposes of this river and harbor work. I
believe that could be cut down without any injury to any legiti-
mate project now authorized by law, but I am afraid that the
Budget officer forgot for the moment that last year we author-
ized 35 new projects, and that those projects were projects of
the utmost importance, as certified by the Board of Engineers,
most of them more important than the vast majority of old
projects in the pending bill. It is proposed to spend $13,000,000,
in round nanmbers, upon those new projects. We appropriated
$42,000,000 last year without any of these new projects. So,
Mr. President, if those new projects are to be commenced and
many of them completed within the year, assuming that $13,-
000,000 is spent on the 35 important and urgent projects, it
would leave only $14,000,000 for maintenance and for earrying
on the work on projects existing before the passage of the last
law ; and that sum is too small.

I shall propose as an amendment to the amendment to strike
out “$27,000,000” and insert in liea thereof “ $42,000,000." I
believe that will permit cutting out of the bill items which ean
not be defended, and for which I do not blame the engineers—
Congress is to blame, not they—and at the same time afford
ample fands for the carrying on of the projects which are neces-
sary for commerce and can clearly be justified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). Will
the Senator state his amendment to the amendment for the
benefit of the Chair?

Mr. LENROOT. I move to strike out *$27,000,000" and to
insert “ $42,000,000.”

Mr. KING. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. LENROOT. 1 yield.

Mr. KING. The Senator stated in his concluding sentence
that for the recommendations of the engineers he did not blame
them. In view of the items to which he has directed attention,
and numerous other items which are just as reprehensible and
just as indefemsible, I ask the Senator how he can justify the
conduct of the engineers in recommending appropriations for
those items? Furthermore, how can he justify the action of the
engineers in recommending 85 new projects for which provision
is made in the bill? How can he justify the recommendation
of the engineers for 165 new projects, many of which are as
lacking in merit as any of the projects to which the Senator has
called the attention of the Senate.
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Mr. LENROOT. In reply I will say, first, that the Senafor
has observed that I have not attempted to defend the engineers
in their original recommendations, but after Congress has once
adopted the recommendations for improvemept and mainte-
nance thereafter, then the engineers are justifled in assuming
that it is a policy which has been adopted by Congress, and that
they should make such estimates as are necessary to carry out
the poliey once adopted.

With reference to new projeets, T may say that I am a member
of the Committee on Commerce. We went carefully into every
one of the 35 proposed projects. I think, out of something like
200, every one of the 35 which have been recommended is very
urgent in character, that they are necessary; but as to the 106,
or whatever the number may be, I wish to say frankly to the
Senator from Utah that, as a member of the Commitiee on Com-
merce, I shall not be ready to vote for the authorization of those
projects unless there be a showing that will clearly justify
them.

Mr, KING. As I recall, one of the 35 projects on which the
Senator now places the seal of his approval is Jamaica Bay,
which has a few tons of freight, local in character, There are
a few buildings upon the bay, so called. The freight was hauled
from there, and a wharf was erected by the manufacturers
who have little plants there. 1t would cost in the neighborhood
of $11,000,000 to $12,000,000, as I recall. Does the Senator
indorse that project?

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from New York [Mr. Waps-
worTH ] is amply able to take care of that, but let me give the
Senator an illustration. I refer to my home city——

Mr. KING. Now the Senator——

Mr. LENROOT. Just a moment ; because I am going to draw
a parallel.

Mr. KING. But the Senator is not answering my question.

Mr. LENROOT. Iam going to answer the Senator's question.
My home city of Superior and the city of Duluth have a com-
merce to-day of 30,000,000 tons a year. The Government has
expended some four or five million dollars there, and if it were
not for the improvement made by the Government and by the
two cities, instead of 30,000,000 tons of commeree a year there
would not be 100,000 tons, because there would be no harber
there. Exactly the same thing is true, as the commitiee were
convinced, of Jamaica Bay., There Is a great congestion of
commerce in the port of New York, and here is a bay which,
when improved, as certainly as the sun shines when there are
no clouds, will be immediately used for docks und shipping
facilities. That is the consideration which actuated the com-
mittee. Perhaps the committee were wrong, but in that case
the fact that there was no commerce had no bearing any more
than we should say that we will not improve the Ohio River be-
cause there is no commerce upon it.

1 am making a distinction, if the Senator pleases, between a
river or a harbor that has never been improved and improve-
ment will bring commerce upon if, and the maintenance of a
river where the improvement is either complete or no improve-
ment is contemplated. The Senator must perceive very clearly
the distinction.

Mr. CARAWAY. If the argument of the Senator from Utah
were sound and there had been no improvement in the great
New York Harbor, there would still have been very little com-
merce there.

Mr. LENROOT. That is true, of course.

Mr. KING. I would like to ask the Senator from Wisconsin,
speaking of his own ecity of Duluth——

Mr. LENROOT. Superior.

Mr. KING. Superior? I had in mind Proetor Knott's great
tribute to Duluth, so that it overshadowed Superior or any of
the cities in the Senator's State.

Mr. LENROOT. It did then.

Mr. KING. The fame of Duluth still lives and the glory of
Suaperior is not yet comprehended.

Mr, LENROOT. Not yet brought to its fulfillment, but com-
prehended.

- Mpr. KING. That Is beside the mark. I was about to ask
the Senator if he thinks there is some duty and responsibility
resting upon municipalities that are favorably situated upon
harbors, and some duty and responsibility on some States
within which the harbors are found, to make appropriations
and development in order to improve the commerce, the riches,
and the prosperity of the State, or must the Federal Govern-
ment improve all the harbors?

Mr, LENROOT. I would say that where the commerce either
originates in a local point or is comsumed in the local point,
that is true to a very large extent. Where a port is a gate-
way, where many millions of peoples are the beneficiaries of

improvements, certainly the Senator would not say that the
local munieipality should bear any considerable portion of the
cost.

Mr. KING. I am making no comment upon that. I was get-
ting the Senator’s view.

Mr., LENROOT. 1 say that where the benefit is fully loeal
the community should bear a part of the cost, but where the
benefit is for the people at large or for a vast territory it
would be very unfair to have the local community bear any
substantial portion of it.

Mr. KING. The Senator feels that under the power of the
Federal Government to regulate commerce is implied the au-
thority, if not the duty, or perhaps both, to expend millions
of dollars taken from the taxpayers of the United States to
improve rivers and harbers, to expend millions thereon, par-
tieularly, if the commerce is not local in the sense in which
the Senator used the term *local.”

Mr. LENROOT. Of course, the Senator remembers that for
many years in the history of our Government the party of
which he is a distinguished member took the position and
made an issue of it that internal improvements were in vio-
lation of the Constitution., But the Senator also knows that
he is very lonesome in his own party now, where rivers and
harbors improvements are involved, to urge the unconstitu-
tionality of internal improvements of that character.

Mr. KING. I am not only lonesome in regard to that ques-
tion but I find that I am sometimes quite lonesome with re-
spect to other questions which involve the rights of the States
as agninst the new federalism which has become such a men-
ace, in my view, to the proper individualism and the proper
development of the States and the proper assertion of the
rights of local self-government.

But before the Senator takes his seat, if T may further im-
pose upon his patience, some observations were made the other
day by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran] and, as I recall,
the Senator from Wisconsin took some part in the diseussion,
relating to the policy of putting upon the War Department ap-
propriation bill items of appropriations for rivers and harbors.
I made some suggestions as to a remedy so as to prevent what
was conceded, by some Senators at least, to be a very unwise
procedure.

I ask the Senator now if it would not be a wise and proper
course for the Senate to strike out the entire appropriation
for rivers and harbors, for the purpose of—I will not say
of compelling, because I do not wish to use that expression
with respect to the distinguished branch of Congress at the
other end of the Capitol—but for the purpose of persuading
the House of Representatives to adopt a different policy and
to send us a river and harbor bill as such, not as a part of
the Army appropriation bill, or a part of the naval appro-
priation bill, or the part of any other bill, so that the gues-
tion of the amount that shall be expended for rivers and
harbors may be discussed and passed upon on its own merits
and not have it linked with some other bill.

The statement was made that perhaps the President of the
United States would feel compelled to sign this bill, though it
was understood he is opposed to the increase above the rec-
ommendations of the Budget Bureau. Does the Senator think
that now is the time for the Senate to outline such a policy
and to assert its right to consider a bill of suech magnitude
and character by itself instead of having it a part of another,
measure?

Mr. LENROOT. If I were anxious that Congress be called
back here after the 4th of March in speeial session, I might
be inclined to agree with the Senator; but 1 am not. The
Senator has been a Member of the House of Representatives,
as I have, and he knows how persuasive, as he puts it, such
action uvpon the part of the Senate would be, and how little
influence it would have with the end of the session about three
weeks away. This is not the time to make the effort. I hope
that something can be done at the next session of Congress,
and perhaps it can be done through the Congress, so that the
same committees may still have jurisdiction of®the matter,
but report a separate river and harbor bill.

Mr. KING. If I may be pardoned for the expression of a
view a little at variance with that of the able Senator, the
House of Representatives is in eontrol of the Republican Party,
as is the Senate. The House of Representatives knows, and
the majority Members in the House know, that an Army appro-
priation bill is imperatively required. I can not believe, and
I think the Senator will agree with me, that the majority Mem-
bers would adopt a policy that would defeat the Army appro-
priation bill, particularly when they know that by the exeizion
of this item from the bill it would perhaps meet the approval,
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of the distinguished President of the United States, the great
leader of the Republican Party. They know, furthermore, that
there is ample time for them to take up a rivers and harbors
bill and to put it through the House of Representatives as a
separate measure, bring it to the Senate, and that the Senate
would have opportunity to consider it and to pass it, and it
could be passed in this body, and would be passed in this body,
before the end of the session.

Mr. LENROOT. I will give the Senator my opinion for what-
ever It may be worth. Even if the conference committee or
the Committee on Appropriations should be willing to agree to
have this part of the bill stricken out and a new bill intro-
duced, and if all the Republican leaders in the House of Rep-
resentatives should so agree, it is my opinion that there would
still he enough Republicans with an almost solid Demoeratic
vote against the proposition which the Senator urges, so that
it would be defeated. The Senator is not unaware, as I am,
that there is some politics in a rivers and harbors bill.

Mr, KING. I have such confidence in the patriotism of Re-
publicans, both in the House and in the Senate, that I feel
sure that those in the House would yield to such wise and
patriotic action and would segregate the two bills and would
send back within a very few days a rivers and harbors bill,
I am sure there are sufficient Republicans in the Senate to
join in speedily passing such g bill

Mr. LENROOT. I think we will have something of an indi-
cation of the senfiment of the Senate in that respect when we
come to vote upon the pending amendment to see whether
they are willing to reduce the amount at all. If the Senate
is not willing to make any reduection, the Senator from Utah
will agree with me that it would be utterly useless to attempt
to strike out the item entirely.

Mr. KING. Except as a question of precedent. It seems
to me that we are now committing ourselves to a policy that
will be a sort of chain upon us in the future and may bind
us at a time when it will be exceedingly irksome and when
we will feel serious embarrassment.

Mr. LENROOT. This is not the first bill
last year. 8o this is not making a precedent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LeNnoor]
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
BorAH],

Mr, KING. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. LENROOT, A parliamentary inquiry. Did the Senator
from Idaho call for the yeas amd nays upon his amendinent?

The PRESIDING OFFICHR. He did,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah [Mr,
Kinva] has suggested the absence of a quorum,

Mr. KING. I withhold the suggestion for one moment. I
wish to ask the Senator from New York, if a vote is now
taken upon the amendment offered by the Senator from Wis-
consin, if it is then his purpose to permit us to adjourn until
to-morrow?

Mr, WADSWORTH. I had hoped that we should vote this
evening on the amendment offered by the Senator from Wis-
consin and, in the event of the adoption or defeat of that
amendment, that we might vote on the so-called Borah amend-
ment. If that shall be done, I am willing to conclude the ses-
sion for the day.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am hopeful that the Senate may at
least dispose of this item to-night.

Mr. KING. We can not do that.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am perfectly willing to do that, but I
am beginning to despair.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. BSo far as I am concerned, I myself
spoke this afternoon for an hour, trespassing upon the time of
the Senate, which is unusual, because I felt the importance of
the matter; but I think this item should be disposed of.

Mr, WADSWORTH. I think it should be disposed of before
we take a recess to-day.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, And I hope the Senator will hold the
Senate here until this particular item in the bill shall have
been disposed of. J

Mr. WADSWORTIL. It is my intention, if the Senate will
stand for it, to hold the Senate here so long as it is possible
to do so.

Mr, UNDERWOOD, §o far as I am personally concerned, I
am willing that that shall be done.

Mr. KING. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The absence of a quorum is
suggested. The Secretary will call the roll.

This was done

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names;

Ashurst Gerry McKellar Spencer
Bayard Glass McKinley Stanfield
Brookhart Gooding MeNary Stanley
Broussard Harreld Moses Sterlin
Bursum Harrison Nelson Sutherland
Calder Heflin ew Swanson
Cameron Johnson Norheck Townsend
Capper Jones, N, Mex. Norris Trammell
Caraway Kendrick . die Underwood
Colt Keyes Overman Wadsworth
Dial King ‘)mr Walsh, Mass.
Fernald Ladd Poindexter Warren
Fletcher Lenroot Reed, Pa. Williams
Frelinghuysen Lodge Sheppard Willis
George McCormick Shields

Mr. LODGE. I desire to announce that the Senator from

Kansas [Mr. Cusris] is necessarily absent on official business.

Mr. BROOKHART. I wish to repeat the statement that the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr., La Forrerre] is necessarily ab-
sent on business of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-nine Senators have an-
swered to their names. A guorum is present.

Mr. CALDER. I ask unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp a telegram from the president of the Chamber of
Commerce of Brooklyn, N. Y. urging that the appropriation
recommended by the Committee on Appropriations be agreed to
by the Senate, ?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
hears none, and it is so ordered.

The telegram referred to is as follows: z

DBROOELYN, N. X., Joanuary 29, 1923,

Is there objection? The Chair

WiLLiaa M. CALDER,
Washingtaon, D. 0.

We urge you to vote for the rivers and harbors appropriation in the
interest of the Jamaica Bay development. The members of the Brook-
lyn Chamber of Commerce are solidly behind this project, and we urge
you to give it your support.

ARTHUR 8., SOMMERS, President.

Mr., CALDER. Mr. President, I also present a letter from
the chairman of the Port of New York Authority, which, I
may say, was established by compact beitween the States of
New York and New Jersey, and its membership is made up of
citizens of both States. I ask that the letter may be read.

+ The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none. The Secretary will read as requested.

The reading clerk read as follows:

THr PorT or NEw YoRK AUTHORITY,
New York, February 5, 1923,
Hon, Wa. M. CALDER

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. (.

Dear BExAToR CALpEg : The Port Authority has been somewhat con-
cerned at the recommendations of the Director of the Budget for a

cut of I?rsu.-ﬂml]y 50 per cent In the amount recommended by the
Chief of Engineers for development and maintenance of rivers and
harbors.

We are full

aware of the Ambttc demand and necessity for care
and economy in Federal expenditures, but we believe it would be n
false economy to cut those expenditures which are directly necessary
in the provision for and promotion of productive enterprise.

We can, of course, only express g positive opinion about those items
with which we are familiar, which are the ones relating to main-
tenance and construection of channels in the waters which constitute
the port of New York district., We are familiar with the careful study
and conservative judgment evidenced by the Board of Army Engineers
for Rivers and Harbors In this district in arriving at the{r judgment
a8 to the sums that counld be profitably expended in this district during
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924,

We not only heartily concur in those recommendations but we
believe the expenditures essentlally necessary in the interests of the
commerce of the Nation being handled at and through this port aml
to t‘hc;l ?r??ds of the communities directly affected [ying wi%hin the
or strict.

. The exgnﬂ[tur@n recommended by the Chief of Engineers to be
made in e port of New York will contribute both to productive en-
terprise and to economies in the handling of commerce to a degree far
more than necessary to justify the expenditures as recommended.
Yours very truly,
E. H. OUuTERBRIDGE, Chairman.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
Lexroor] to the amendment proposed by the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Borau]. i

Mr. FLETCHER. I ask that the Secretary state the amend-
ment to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the
amendment to the amendment.

The ReapiNe CreErk. The Senator from Idaho proposes to
strike out * 56,588,010 " and to insert in lieu thereof “ $27,000,-
000." To that amendment the Senator from Wisconsin proposes
an amendment to strike out * $27,000,000 " and insert * $42,000,-

n-ir. FLETCHER. I ask for the yeas and nays.
Mr. KING. Mr. President, a parlinmentary inquiry.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state his par-
liamentary inquiry.

Mr. KING. If the amendment offered by the Senator from
Wisconsin shall prevail, would that defeat a vote upon the
amendment offered by the Senator from Idaho?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question then would recur
upon the amendment offered by the Senator from Idaho as
amended by the amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. McKELLAR. 1 inquire if the yeas and nays have been
ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas and nays have not
been ordered upon the amendment proposed by the Senator
from Wisconsin to the amendment of the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Let us have the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. NORRIS obtained the floor.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, as I understand, if the
pending amendment——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. NORRIS. 1 yield to the Senator.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1 beg the Senator's pardon; I was not
aware that he had taken the floor. I merely wish to ask a ques-
tion. If the amendment proposed by the Senator from Wiscon-
sin to the amendment offered by the Senator from Idaho pre-
vails, I understand it will make the appropriation $42,000,000
instead of $27,000,0007?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is the understanding of
the Chair. ;

Mr. UNDERWOOD.  So that those who are in favor of the
item should support the amendment to the amendment.

Mr, CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to me for just a second?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. Lexroor] rather challenged the figures given by Mr.
Newton, which I read, touching the reduction in freight rates
from Minneapolis to St. Louis.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I wish to say to the Senator
that I would just as lief yield the floor and resume it after he
concludes. I did not expect to speak about what the Senator
is discussing, but I can see that he ought to be permitted to
say what he wants to say on that subject now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arkansas is
reco,

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President; I am sorry that I inter-
rupted the Senator from Nebraska, but the Senator from Wis-
consin wanted to know the authority for the statement as to
the reduetion of freight rates on lines paralleling the Missis-
sippi River and the rates that prevailed from Minneapolis to
Kansas City. At the time the inquiry was made I did not have
the authority, but I wish to say that the information comes
from the report of the Interstate Commerce Commission,

Since I have the floor I should like to call attention to a
number of other diseriminations, if I may be permitted to use
that term, or, at any rate, instances showing that to points
which have a river or sea connection freight rates are very
much cheaper. 1 could take the rates from Portland, Me., to
New Orleans, a distance of 1686 miles; and show that the
freight rate on first-class freight is $2.51, while from Dallas,
Tex., to New Orleans, a distance of 515 miles, the rate is $3.315.
The rate between Boston and San Francisco on fruits is just
exactly the same as the rate upon the same class of freight be-
tween San Franecisco and Kansas City, which is just half the
distance. In other words, all the points that have water-com-
peting rates have rail rates that are not exceeding half and in
some cases are less than one-third of the rail rates between
points equidistant but having no water rates.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the information just given by
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CArRAwAY] is exceedingly en-
lightening. You will notice that he has given not what has
been the rate, but the rate as it stands to-day. I should like
to be sure of that, and I will inquire of the Senator from
Arkansas: The rates that the Senator has just given are rates
now in existence, are they?

Mr. CARAWAY. Rates now in existence or that were re-
cently in existence.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. The statement was made by somebody
during the debate some time to-day or yesterday that while
these things existed in the past they did not exist now. While
I have not looked up any rate in reference to the debate on
this bill at this time, I am satisfied that the discrimination that

has frequently been pointed out, that has existed in the past,
still exists. We have it with us now.

Mr. President, I do not believe that any man can justify the
condition that the Senator from Arkansas has pointed out, for
instance, in the rate from Portland, Me., to New Orleans, some-
thing over 1,800 miles, being much less than the freight rate
on the same material from Dallas, Tex., to New Orleans. It
seems to me that the discrepancy, the injustice, is so apparent
that it can not be justified on any ground whatever.

I do not want to cast any vote or take any action here that
would injure any legitimate harbor or river or other improve-
ment that may be contemplated by this appropriation. Since I
have been in Congress I have been one of those who have
usually opposed the river and harbor bills, I think those of us
who opposed those bills were doing what we thought was good
service to the country and to the taxpayers who had to foot the
bills. I never have believed that any river and harbor bill with
which I have ever been familiar was all wrong. I never have
examined one yet but that it had, in my judgment, a great many
good items in it, a great many instances where the Government
could properly expend the money that was provided for in the
bill. But, Mr. President, it became common knowledge over
this country—common belief, at least, on the part of prae-
tically all the people—that a river and harbor bill and a public
buildings bill were two species of congressional legislation that
could not be defended as a whole. They were designated—I
think, as a rule, properly so—as logrolling propositions, contain-
ing a vast amount of appropriations for the expenditure of
public funds that could not be defended upon any just and fair
economical consideration.

1 believe that the opposition that has taken place In the past
to river and harbor bills, while it nsually failed, and sometimes
resulted in a compromise, has in the end done a great deal of
good. As far as my limited time has permifted me to examine
the particular uses to which this lump-sum appropriation is
going to be put, I believe it is the best river and harbor appro-
priation that I have ever examined. It has a great many meri-
torious things in it. But, Mr. President, the reputation of a
river and harbor bill has been built up by the kind of legisia-
tion that I have outlined ; and the good and the bad have been
classified, perhaps wrongfully, as a system of logrolling legisla-
tion that was unjustified, as a pork-barrel proposition. Like
Old Doeg Tray, who had to suffer because he was in bad com-
pany, those who have good items in the bill have to take the
biame oftentimes because of the bad items that are likewise in
the bill. I think there are some such items—as far as 1 have
examined the bill, I think there are guife a good many such
items—in this bill; that ig, they are not in the bill proper, but
they are included in the rivers and harbors that are going to be
improved by the use of this lump-sum appropriation. They are
included in the report of the engineers among the purposes for
which this money is going to be used, and the use of a great deal
of the money for these purposes can not be justified.

There is another reason now, Mr. President, why we ought to
be more careful than in the past, and that is because of the
necessity for economy in legisiation. We have heard it preached
by all political parties, by all people, by all newspapers, that the
strictest kind of economy in appropriations was necessary now
in this Government, as, indeed, it is necessary in every other
government. We now have conditions confronting us that never
have confronted us before when we were considering a river
and harbor approprintion bill or a public buildings bill. We
ought not only te serutinize the biil so closely that we couid
throw out every proposition about which there was any doubt
bhut we ought perhaps under existing conditions to delay a good
many meriterious propositions that can be delayed without loss
to the taxpayers.

Mr. President, in the report of the engineers printed in the
Recorp yesterday, and printed in fhe Recogrp at the regunest of
a Senator who is in favor of appropriating $56,000,000 for this
purpose, there are a great many items that require only a
glance to tell that they ought to be excluded, at least at the
present time, and some of them perhaps forever, certainly until
the conditions show that there would be some reasonable ex-
cuse for the expenditure of public money upon them.

Here is one river that is to be improved where they expect
to use $2,000 for maintenance out of this fund, and in the year
1921 the commerce on that river was 2,544 tons. In round
numbers that is about $1 a ton out of the Public Treasury for
maintenance alone. It is not contemplated in the case of that
river to make anything new, but for every ton of freight
shipped on the river it costs the Government of the United
States practically §1 to keep the river in c¢ondition so that it
can be shipped. -
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Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I yield.

Mr. GOODING. I should like to ask the Senator if he has
any knowledge of the influence of that particular river on
freight rates in the surrounding country?

Mr. NORRIS. No.

Mr. GOODING. I want to say to the Senator that in my
State the only chance for water transportation to the ocean
which we had a few years ago was at Lewiston, Idaho. Be-
cause of the fact that there is possible water transportation
there the people at Lewlston, Idaho, enjoy very much lower
freight rates than the people at any other point in my State.
Is it not possible, after all, that these projects that we are dis-
cussing here over which there is only a small amount of freight
moving are of great benefit to the farmers of that particular
community? It is true in my State, so far as the only river is
concerned over which there is a possible chance for a boat to
reach the ocean, although none is moving at the present time;
but it is there.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes, Mr. President; I will say, in answer to
the Senator’s question, that what he suggests is possible. Be-
cause it is possible, however, is that a sufficient reason for the
appropriation of this money? Ought we not, before we use the
money that is taken from an overburdened people by taxation,
to require that a showing should be made, not that such a
thing may be possible, but that there is some reason, some
probability within reason, that if we expend the money we will
get good returns from it?

Mr. GOODING and Mr. SPENCER addressed the Chalr.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield; and if so, to whom? :

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I yield to both Senators. I yleld to the
Senator from Idaho first. I

‘Mr. GOODING. I will ask the Senator if it is not possible
also that there is a violation of the fourth section of the inter-
state commerce act, as amended, in those particular communi-
ties where but very little use is made of the river?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; that is possible, I will say to the Senator.
All things are possible.

Mr. GOODING. That it has practically destroyed the water
competition?

Mr. NORRIS. That may be possible.

Mr. GOODING. It is possible, and it is the fact in many
communities.
Mr. NORRIS. I will say that that is possible; but before

we take money out of the Federal Treasury it is not enough to
show a possibility, in my judgment. Especlally is that true now
under existing conditions,

I now yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, I agree with the Senator
from Nebraska that more than a mere possibility ought to be
shown. The necessity for the appropriation ought to be shown
beyond a reasonable doubt; but I ask the Senator from Ne-
braska whether he has considered the fact that out of more
than 200 projects which the Engineer Department regarded as
essential last year Congress picked out 36 as being strategie
and necessary; and if this appropriation were reduced, as the
Senator from Wisconsin proposes, to $42,000,000 not one dollar
could be expended for any one of those 36 new projects? Those
include Milwaukee, Galveston Harbor—where there is a real
peril—Coos Bay in Oregon, and so on, the 36 strategic projects
which need immediate attention. I say that for this reason,
and I thank the Senator for his courtesy: The $56,000,000 is
made up of the appropriation of last year, $42,000,000, plus
$18,000,000, which is necessary for the new projects, and if it
is cut down to $42,000,000 not one dollar can be expended upon
the new projects.

Mr. NORRIS. Why does the Senator say that if this appro-
priation is cut down there will be nothing spent at Galveston,
Tex.? What authority has he for that statement?

Mr. SPENCER. Because Galveston, Tex., is a new project.

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, I beg the Senator's pardon.

Mr. SPENCER. I do not mean old Galveston; I mean the
extension of the wall.

Mr, NORRIS. That is what I mean.

Mr. SPENCER. It Is a new project that was ratified by
Congress last year—I have the act in my hand—and that is
one of the new projects, for which $600,000 is appropriated.
That is a part of the $13,000,000 that makes the difference be-
tween $42,000,000 and $56,000,000.

Mr. NORRIS. Is the Senator aware that this very day in
the Senate the Senator from Florida, in answer to interroga-
tories by me, read the testimony of General Taylor, in which

he said that they would be able to take care of Galveston
even though there was no increase above the Budget estimate?

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, that is impossible

Mr. NORRIS. That is in the testimony, from the man wlho
has’charge of all of it.

Mr. SPENCER. Because the Budget calls for $27,000,000,
and the harbors upon the eastern seacoast and the western
seacoast alone will require $27,000,000 for their maintenance.
There would not be left in the Treasury a single dollar avail-
able for rivers. Here are the figures: $19,000,000 for new
work and $7,000,000 for maintenance, which takes up the
entire appropriation in harbors alone.

Mr., NORRIS. The Senator was not here this afternoon
when we went over that to the extent that we read the testi-
mony taken before the committee, and that particular harbor
was mentioned by General Taylor in his testimony, who said
they were going to complete it anyway, even if they did not
get any additional money.

Mr. WADSWORTH. They have complete discretion, with
the approval of the Secretary of War,

Mr. NORRIS. Of course they have,
thi. WADSWORTH. There is nothing binding in this report
at all.

Mr. NORRIS. To say that because we cut down the appro-
priation this particular place or that particular place will
have to be cut out is to say that we will not be able to use
any of the money appropriated. Nobody proposes to cut this
appropriation below $27,000,000. It is true some places will
have to be left out. Suppose they leave out a place like the
river I have just read about, where it costs a dollar a ton
for every ton that is moved over it to keep the river in shape
so that traffic can be moved.

Mr. WADSWORTH. There are many worse than that.

Mr, NORRIS. Yes, there are a number worse than that.
Let neither the Senator from Missouri nor anybody else get
the idea that I want to have the appropriation for those har-
bors or rivers or bays cut down, whatever they may be, which,
in the judgment of the proper officials, should be cared for
to the extent of the appropriation that is made. I do not
want to have the appropriation entirely cut out.- I believe
that under existing conditions we ought to cut this down. 1
think we ought to cut it down to $27,000,000. There will then
be some worthy places which ought to be worked on, wherse
there must be delay., For instance, it developed this after-
noon in the debate that General Taylor testified that if they
got the $56,000,000 he expected to use seven or eight million
on the Ohio River, and that with that money he expected to
commence three new dams and work on them, as well as work-
ing on other dams which are partially completed. I would not
want to prevent work on the dams which are partially com-
pleted. I do not want to prevent the building of those three
new dams when we can do it properly and are in better finan-
cial shape to do it. I would not want to injure the existing
conditions by stopping work on a dam, as the Ford followers
did with the Muscle Shoals project, and to so fix an appropria-
tion that it would not be usable during the season of the year
when they could do good work., I do not want to injure the
Government in that way. I would like to see the work on the
Ohio River, where the Government has partially built a dam,
go on at a reasonable rate, at a rate which would, under all
the circumstances, be economical and proper; but with the
present condition of the Treasury of the United States, with
the present condition of the taxpayers of the United States,
I would not start on any new projects. I would utilize the
appropriation on the existing work, and we can do with less
than $56,000,000.

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
braska yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. STANLEY. The Senator speaks of completing dams
which have been started, but delaying the construction of new
dams. It is true that work of that kind after it is started
is very much more costly if the work is stopped, because
floods and atmospheric conditions tend to disintegrate the
work already done unless it is brought to completion as rap-
idly as possible,

Does the Senator realize the enormous economic waste, such
as no private concern is guilty of, in constructing dams as we
have constructed the dams on the Ohio River? There is a
strenm which carries more tonnage than enters New York
Harbor. There is no harbor on this continent which handles
as great a tonnage as is carried on the Ohio River. Coal has

Ne-

been transported on that river for five-tenths of a mill per
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ton-mile, and the average rate for like commodities on the rail-
roads is T00 times that much.

Dams have been constructed over a stretch of 500 miles on
the upper part of that rapidly falling 'stream where, in order
to get a 10-foot pool, the dams had to be placed 6 or 8 or 10
miles apart. Now we have reached a stage of the river within
120 feet of sea level in an unbroken plane where one dam
gives us a pool 80 miles long. Yet with the expenditure of all
the millions we have spent the canalization of the Ohio River,
with the prime purpose of giving us an unbroken waterway
to the Mississippi River, is comparatively useless for through
freight as long as there is one shoal, as long as there is one
sand bar, as long as there is less than a 6-foot channel avail-
able. So the completion of two or three dams on the Ohio
River not only makes avallable that portion of the river but
opens to the commerce of the United States, through the in-
dustrial heart of this continent, the whole length of that great
stream and multiplies by many hundred per cent the value of
every dam hitherto constructed. Why this delay? Why this
penny-wise and pound-foolish policy? Why this procrastina-
tion in an improvement of known value? Why continue this
policy of holding a dime so close to your eye that you can not
see the dollar, I can not understand.

Again I wish to ask the Senator from Nebraska about the
item he has just mentioned. What is the item which the Sen-
ator thinks is so objectionable?

Mr. NORRIS. I did not read any item that I thought was
particularly objectionable, any more than 15 or 20 others I
could have read.

Mr. STANLEY. An item where it costs a dollar a ton to
transport the freight.

Mr. NORRIS. There are lots of them,

Mr. STANLEY. I wanted to get the one item.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator wanted to get the one I read?

Mr. STANLEY. Yes, for the purpose of illustrating a point.

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator want the name of that

stream?
Mr., STANLEY. Yes.
Mr. NORRIS. I do not know whether I can find it or not.

I do not know whether I will get the same one.

Mr. STANLEY. Any one of them, One will do as well as
another.

Mr. NORRIS. Take the Blackwater River, in Virginia, then.

Mr. STANLEY. What is the objection to that?

Mr. NORRIS. I have not made any. The Senator wanted
me to give an item, so that he could argue.

Mr. STANLEY. I wanted to ask the Senator about some
item to which he was objecting.

Mr. NORRIS. I will object to that one.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr. NORRIS. No; not at the present time. The Senator
from Kentucky has not finished the question he was asking me,

Mr. STANLEY. This is my purpose, 1 will say to the Sen-
ator from Nebraska: I want to know the specific ground of
his objection to some one of these items, so that I can get the
Senator’s viewpoint. .

Mr. POINDEXTER. Which one?

Mr., STANLEY. I do not care which one he takes.

Mr. NORRIS, I gave my objection. The Senator does not
want me to repeat it, does he?

Mr. STANLEY. If I understood the Senator, he sald the
amount of tonnage carried on the river previous to the improve-
ment was so slight that the rate would amount to a dollar a
ton on the traflic earried.

Mr. NORRIS. No. Improvement is not spoken of at all
I said that the cost of maintenance was practically a dollar a
ton for the total amount of freight carried on the river.

Mr. STANLEY. 1 wanted to call the Senator's attention to
this proposition, that If we take the freight carried prior to an
improvement, it is totally misleading. I will give the Senator
an illustration. There i8 no more pressing need now than to
overcome, as far as possible, the seasonal lack of coal cars.
Whenever the demand for coal in this country reaches its maxi-
mum—that has been the history for 10 years—there is a total
failure on the part of the railroads in transportating the coal,
and will be a total failure for many years to come, Since the
last coal strike was settled we have had miners ready and
willing to work and coal available to supply twice the amount
needed by the people in the middle of this winter., The trouble
is with the transportation. As soon as that demand is met,
in a few months, you will find the tracks and sidings all over
the United States littered with empty coal cars. We have
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more coal cars than we need when there is no great demand,
during the period when there is slight demand, and not half
as many as are necessary when the demand is abnormal.

There Is a little stream which feeds the Ohio down near
Shawnee Town. There i8 a proposition, for instance, to extend
the canalization of that little stream up for about a mile or
two. The record will show that practically no freight is car-
rled on that stream at present. The dredging of that stream
furnishes water transportation to the most remarkable coal
field in that region. There are already thousands of tons of
coal practically contracted on account of its by-product and
gas qualities in St. Louis and other large markets. If those
coal fields can be reached by water transportation, at the very
time coal cars can not be obtained, there will be uninterrupted
water transportation.

The quickest and surest way to solve this apparently unsolv-
able problem of a seasonal breakdown in transportation facili-
ties is to reach the coal regions, wherever they are adjacent
to navigable waters, by improving those streams. This slight
improvement on the one stream that has practically no ton-
nage now would bring about a thousand times as much as is
carried on the stream at the present time. We can not judge
accurately by the meager data that we have as to the pro-
priety or the wisdom of the improvements. None of them can
be accomplished without the approval beforehand of competent
Army engineers.

Mr. NORRIS. I have forgotten the question the Senator
asked me, but I will proceed.

Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. NORRIS. In just a moment I will yield to the Senator
from Alabama. The Senator from Kentucky has well told
what I think is necessary, and much better than I could have
said it, but I would have said in substance a good deal of
what he has said about the development of streams under the
circumstances he outlined, If we can develop a stream that
would reach the coal mine or a number of coal mines, I would
be in favor of doing it; but when we did it, and the coal was
developed and the Government had spent the money in im-
proving the navigability of the stream so they could carry the
coal out, does anyone suppose that the result would be that
there would be any coal carried out? The case the Senator
puts would be a proper one to develop. The stream he has
described as running to the coal fields would be the kind of
stream we ought to spend money on in making it navigable,
but when we got it navigable the shipment of coal would com-
mence and we would get some results from it and we would
not be paying for the maintenance of the stream a dollar a
ton for all the coal that was shipped out.

So that, with all due respect to the illustrious Senator from
Kentucky, I do not believe that the river or the stream he has
outlined, whether it be a real one or an imaginary ome, has
anything to do with the objection I am making to streams
where those conditions do not exist.

I now yield to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. I was just wondering if we could not get
some kind of an agreement by which we could vote on the
amendment and the amendment to the amendment and then
take a .recess until to-morrow. It is growing rather late. If
we could agree to vote on the two amendments, I would like to
see that arrangement made. I do not think the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Kinc] has any objection to such an arrangement,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, President, I do not want to cut off
any debate by making a motion to lay on the table, so I am
waiting until the debate ceases. I want to test the sentiment
of the Senate on the proposition. When no Senator desires to
debate further, I intend to make a motion to table the amend-
ment to the amendment and the amendment and find out
how the Senate stands on the question. Of course, whenever
the vote comes, it will determine that question; but I make
this statement because I do not want to take the floor to make
the motion for the purpose of cutting off debate.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not want to delay a vote. While I have
held the floor a good while already, I have not had an oppor-
tunity to talk very much. It Ils often true in the Senate that
the Senator who holds the floor does not do the talking. But
that has not been my fault.

I was going to read, when the interruptions took place, several
other items.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me
to interrupt him briefly?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Virginia.
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Mr. SWANSON. I wish to make a brief statement as to the
item to which he has called special attention. I simply want
to describe it. It is an item having fo do with a stretch of 13
miles of the Blackwater River from the little town of Franklin,
a very enterprising town on that river. I think the improve-
ment commenced in 1878. We have spent very little money
on it.

Mr. NORRIS. In 18787

Mr. SWANSON. I think we first had a small removal of
obstructions there in 1878, but very little money has been spent
on it. The traffic amounted to $303,000, though it was not
large in tonnage. It consisted of peanuts and various products
raised all along the river by the farmers. They would not
otherwise have had access to the market, The commerce
amounted to $300,000 that year. It is an enterprising town.
In Franklin they have some railroad traffic, and I suspect most
of it is picked up down the river. They have two steamers that
have been regularly plying there for the last two years.

I am satisfied that there would be no development there in
an agricultural way except for this small expenditure of money.
The proposition is to expend $2,000 this year for the removal of
some snags or obstruetions that have come into the river. That
is all that is needed to take it up and make it accessible to the
two steamers.

I simply wanted to make this brief statement to show the
amount of business that Is possible as a result of the expendi-
ture of that small amount of money, which is more than usually
given to keep it up.

Mr. NORRIS. Now, let us take the Senator's statement at
100 per cent. I have no doubt it is entitled to be taken that
way. A small town commenced this development in 1878, and
they have come up to 1921—just count the years—and it cost
the taxpayers $2,000 a year to keep that stream open, and there
wis a little bit over 2,000 tons shipped out.

Mr. SWANSON. Will the Senator let me correct a mistake?
It has only cost since 1878 $22,000. That is the entire amount
that has been expended on it in all those years.

Mr. NORRIS. I did not know that. I am glad to get that
contribution. Out of the $56,000,000 that is proposed fo be
taken from the taxpayers of America, we are going to spend
£2.000 to keep the stream open in order that this enterprising
town may continue business,

Mr. SWANSON. I want to tell the Senator something else.
All that has been spent on that entire enterprise since it started
was $22,000.

Mr. NORRIS. That is what the Senator said. and I have
accepted that statement. Out of the $56,000,000 to be appro-
priated when the bill passes and becomes a law the Govern-
ment engineers propose to spend $2,000 to keep that stream
open for one year. During the last year they have had just a
little over 2,000 tons of freight. Should we apprepriate from
the Public Treasury of the United States funds for conditions
of that kind? Are we warranted in doing it? If we are, then
1 want to call attention to an enterprising little fown out in
Nehraska—S8teckville. It is the county seat of a county entirely
agricultural, inhabited by some of the finest people in the world.
It is on a stream, If Congress would spend $22,000 on that
stream we could make it navigable for small boats to carry
the produce of that community about 20 miles, where they would
connect with a railroad. It would not cost $2,000 a year to
keep the stream open, and I would guarantee that we would
carry many times more than 2,000 tons of freight every year.
Why not do that? If we do that in Virginia, why not do it in
Nebraska?

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. GOODING, I would say let us do it; but if we are going
to strike out all the projects that we now have in the bill there
will not be any chance for the Senator to improve his river in
Webraska. Then, again, I want to call the attention of the
Senator——

Mr. NORRIS. Let me answer that first. That is a subject
about which I want to talk a little. 3

If we strike this out, then there will not be any money to pay
for making navigable, so to speak, the little streams in Ne-
braska. There, Mr, President, is the foundation of a log-
rolling proposition. That is what has given to the river and
harbor bills its bad reputation in the past and made good items
suffer with the bad ones, because it is a proposition that “ If
you will seratch my back in Virginia, I will scrateh your back
in Nebraska. We will open up a stream and help an enter-
prising village in Virginia, and you will open up another one in
Nebrasgka and help another enterprising village there.” If it
were carried on all over the country in respect to every enter-

grlldmng village, the cost would be billions instead of millions of
ollars.

Mr. GOODING. I would like to ask the Senator, if it is as
good a thing as he says it is, ought it not to be done in the
interest of the people and in the interest of the taxpayers?

Mr, NORRIS. Surely it ought to be done if somebody else
will pay for it, but we are going to ruin the taxpayers before
we bring it about if we have to pay it from taxation.

Mr, GOODING. I ecan not agree with the Senator. Will the
Senator let me make myself clear on a question presented
before? With the 12,000 violations of the fourth section of the
interstate commerce act, there is no question of doubt that
where there is any water transportation at all on all these
projects the Interstate Commerce Commission has permitted
violations of that fourth section. These small projects which
carry only a few tons of commerce at the present time, if prop-
erly protected as they ought to be, might be carrying one hun-
dred times as much more.

Mr. NORRIS. I agree with that statement,

Mr. GOODING. BSo it seems to me it is hardly fair to say
what projects should be cut out by ecuttting down the appro-
priations. We should not be the judges, it seems to me. We
can not judge fairly.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator and I agree on the proposition.
He takes what is possible and what I deem is possible. If in a
given case it could be demonstrated that that was going to
happen, I would be for it, but on the face of it that evidence
is not produced. I say the burden of proof is on the men who
get the appropriation. When they prove it, I will be for it,
with limitations. I will be for it as far as I think we can go
in the expenditure of public money without injury to the
Treasury of the United States.

Mr. WILLIAMS and Mr. GOODING addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield; and if =o, to whom?

Mr. NORRIS. T will yield first to the Senator from Idaho,

AMr. GOODING. I want to say to the Senator from Nebraska
that I am sure there is no place in America where there is
water transportation but what the railroads have practically
destroyed it through violations of the fourth section of the
interstate commerce act.

Mr. NORRIS. T again agree with the Senator in regard to
violations of the fourth section of the interstate commerce act.
I expect to disenss that before I close. I think there has been
no excusge for it. There can be no reason given for it. It
seems to me it has been unjustified, and I will go as far as
any other Senator to stop it; but I am not willing, blindly and
without evidence, to appropriate millions and millions of public
funds to improve rivers and develop harbors until the evidence
shows that there is some reasonable ground for believing that
something would come from it. In one of the river and harbor
measures that passed the Senate at one time there was a propo-
sition to sink artesian wells in the bed of a stream In order to
inerease the flow =0 as to make it nmavigable. That actually
happened in a river and harbor bill. I now yield to the Senator
from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Of course, one can very easily reduce any
argument to a reductio ad absurdum by simply quoting extreme
things that have been said or proposed, but after he has done
that it is nothing but a play of ingenious intellect.

Leaving the question of rivers and harbors just for a mo-
ment and going to the railroads, a cognate question because
it deals with the proposition of transportation, how long does
the Senator from Nebraska think the population of the United
States wonld have had to wait in order to connect the Atlantic
with the Paecific and the Mississippi and the Missouri with the
Pacific if they had counted each mile of transportation or each
50 miles or each 100 miles to ascertain if it wonld give back
to the Treasury of the United States the next year more than
had gone out? We would still have been a little struggling
country along the Atlantic and Mississippi, and the interme-
diate country where the Senator from Nebraska lives and
where some few other Senators live would have been a wilder-
ness. There must be addressed to every legislator a sense of
reason concerning the potentialities of the-development of a
country. If we had built the transcontinental railroad lines
simply upon the proposition that they would pay for themselves
in the next year or the next 5 years or the next 10 years or
the next 20 years we never would have bullt them at all, of
course; and If we are going to wait to have the future prove
about a few miles of river bed or a lake coast, that it is to be
beyond all mathematical caleulation potentially and commer-
cially valuable, we would not improve either a river or any-
thing else.

Mr. President, the entire development of the United States
bas come from the fact that we pushed westward, spending
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money like water for railroads and for water transportation
in order to make a great nation of this country stretching from
the Atlantic to the Pacific. Amongst the people who opposed
that movement in the very early days were a good many of my
own ancestors, who did not think that we ought to do that, but
the proof of the pudding is in the eating of it. Later on I
think everybody has concluded that we did very wisely when
we laid down unprofitable lines of railroads between the Atlan-
tic and Pacific—unprofitable then, unprofitable for 20 years
afterwards, and some of them unprofitable in their main routes
even yet,

The whole philosophy of the rivers and harbors bill consists
in a great vision. Of course, upon every river and harbor bill
there will appear an unworthy project here and there, because
there will appear unworthy men here and there, who will
father unworthy projects in order to be elected to the Senate
or to the House of Representatives. So far as I can see that
may not be very well prevented. The Senator is going off
criticizing the sun, about the specks upon the sun. One can not
criticize the sun in that way. Here iIs a great thing that has
accrued to the enrichment of the United States, to its homo-
geneousness of population, to its collectivism of government
in very way, and has made a nation out of a straggling sea-
coast. We never have hesitated about spending a few dollars
for that purpose, and there is no reason why we should do so.
If anybody can point out to me 13 miles of river streteh the
improvement of which will not pay for itself right now, but
may in 20 years result in bringing to the people of the United
States one hundred times the cost of the improvement, although
we would have to wait 20 years for the money to come into the
Treasury, I shall advocate it.

However, even there the Senator is not striking at the heart
of the river and harbor bill, because the heart of it is in the
ascertained streams whose ascertained commercial capacity
everybody knows. The whole difficulty is that they have been
stabbed under the fifth rib by enabling the railroads to make
an unfair competition with them, and until we do away with
that there can not be the full enrichment which the country
should enjoy from its waterways.

A few minutes earlier in the day I attempted to illustrate
that and to give the history of certain events whieh had oc-
curred here in the United States; but the Senator’'s argument
a few minutes prior to the time when 1 interrupted him
amounted simply to saying that some things ought to be cast
out of the bill because the number of dollars returned to the
Treasury a year or two years or three years from now would
not be equal to the number of dollars taken out of the Treasury
in order to make the improvement. I deny that there is any
common sense or any nationality or any long vision or any
great business sense in that sort of argument. When a nation
is betting it bets for the future; when the Senator or I, with our
limited individual fortunes are betting, we had better go pretty
close to the seashore and not bet much beyond what our bank
account will permit us to draw on; but when a nation is bet-
ting upon the future there can be no “bears”™ on the United
States ; every wise man is a * bull.”

Mr, NORRIS. Mr. President, I appreciate the question
which the Senator from Mississippi has propounded by his
short interruption. He has set up a man of straw, charging
the straw man to me, alleging that I had made a certain argu-
ment, and then he says there is not any sense in it. That argu-
ment exists only in the Senator's imagination, for I made no
such argument. :

Mr. WILLIAMS. But I listened to the Senator for some
time, and I thought I understood his argument.

Mr. NORRIS. I am sorry the Senator did not listen to me
more intently. I have been interrupted by other Senators.
The Senator knew I had the floor and he probably listened to
some other Senator who was speaking, and credited me with the
argument which that Senator made. The Senator has not got
what I stated right at all. I have not adduced or attempted
to adduce the argument which the Senator pretends I have
tried to adduce.

Mr. President, the Senator’s argument, as well as the argu-
ment of several other Senators who have interrupted me, is to
the effect that we ought to provide for everything at once be-
cause it would be better—for instance, as to the Ohio River—
to complete all the improvements in one year; otherwise there
the Improvements which we make this year will not be fully
realized on next year because another part of the river lower
down is not developed to the same degree. That would be the
model way to make river and harbor improvements; that would
be the way to proceed if we had unlimited funds. I submit,
Mr. President, that there is only one place in the United States,
and that is In this Chamber, where a man will be ridieuled if
he talks economy for the taxpayers of America; and yet out

on the hustings, on every stump, and in the platform of every
political party economy is the watchword; it is the demand
made by the people; it is the promise made by the party and
by the candidate for office.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Nebraska yield to me?

Mr. WILLIAMS. One other guestion, and then I shall let
the Senator from Nebraska alone.

Mr. NORRIS. I yield first to the Senator from New York.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, in addition to the
amendment offered by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boranu],
with the supplemental amendment offered by the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. Lesroor], I am informed that there are other
amendments to be offered to this particular rivers and harbors
title of the bill, and that it will be exceedingly difficult, and
perhaps impossible, to finish the consideration of the bill to-
night. It is now 6 o’clock and 25 minutes p. m., and one of the
Senators has made a special request that I move an executive
session.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President——

Mr. WADSWORTH. I desire to ask unanimous consent——

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the Senator allow me to say a word
before he makes the reqguest for unanimoug consent?

Mr. WADSWORTH. 1 will ask the Senator fron: Mississippi
if the discussion may not go on to-morrow? The Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Norris] will have the floor in the morning.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I merely wish to ask one question, because
I probably will not be here to-morrow morning.

Mr. NORRIS. Very well, Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator has mismeasured my argu-
ment. I think if there is anybody who realizes the difference
between an expenditure and an investment it is I. When I
was speaking of river and harbor improvements in the way I
did I was viewing them as investments. Very frequently a
nation invests a large amount of money in order to receive an
ultimate profit of very much more, expecting very little imme-
diate return. I hope the SBenator does not think that I do not
know the difference between a mere expenditure and an invest-
ment. Most of the things where they are worth anything at all
are investments and not merely expenditures.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, continuing what I was
about to say, I ask unanimous consent that at not later than 4
o'clock to-morrow the Senate shall proceed to vote without
further debate upon all amendments which may be pending to
the rivers and harbors title of this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, that does not mean that we
have got to vote upon the Lenroot amendment without an
amendment to it?

Mr. NORRIS. There can not be an amendment offered to the
so-called Lenroot amendment.

Mr. SMOOT. 1Is it in the second degree?

Mr. NOBRRIS. It is already in the second degree.

Mr. SMOOT. Very well. But I wish to give notice now
that while I am not going to object to the request for unani-
mous consent I want a direet vote upon the amendment propos-
ing to make the appropriation $27,000,000, which, as I under-
stand, is the so-called Borah amendment.

Mr. NORRIS. I agree with the Senator. I want a direct
vote upon that proposition ; but if the Lenroot amendment shall
prevail, we will not have an opportunity to vote on it

Mr. SMOOT. Why could we not have a unanimous-consent
agreement that we shall first vote on the proposal to make the
amount $27,000,000 and then on an amendment proposing o
make the appropriation $37,000,000 and last on the amendment
proposing to make it $42,000,000 rather than to vote upon the
larger amount first?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator is wasting time in asking
that that be done, because he will not get unanimous consent
to do it.

Mr. WADSWORTH. The yeas and nays have already been
ordered on these amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On both amendments the
yeas and nays have been ordered.

Mr. TOWNSEND. The Senator can bring up the question in
the Senate.

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly aware of that; but the proper
way to do is to vote on the smaller amount first, then on the
next larger one, then on the third, and so on.

Mr. SWANSON. We are proceeding according to the rules
of the Senate.

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly aware of that; but I think the
proper way is to vote on the amendments in the manner in
which I have suggested.
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Mr. SWANSON. Then the rules of the Senate ought to be
amended,.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New York
asks unanimous consent that at not later than 4 o'clock to-
morrow the Senate without further debate shall vote upon all
amendments which may then be pending to the rivers and
harbors title of the pending bill.

Mr. ASHURST. Or amendments that may be offered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Or amendments that may be
offered. Is there objection? The Chair hears none, and the
order will be entered,

_ The unanimous-consent agreement was reduced to writing, as
follows :
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT.

It is agreed by unanimous consent that at not later than 4 o'clock
p. m. on the calendar day of Thursday, February 8, 1023, the Senate
will proceed to vote, without further debate, upon any amendment
that may be pendjx;:f. on_any amendment that may be offered, to the
rivers and harbors title of the bill H. R, 13793.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask the Senator from Nebraska if he
is willing to yield at this time in order. that the Senate may
proceed to the consideration of executive business?

Mr. NORRIS. If it is the wish of the Senator from New
York to take that course, I will yield for that purpose.

Mr, WILLIAMS. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is it the intention of the Senator from
New York, after the executive session, to move that the Senate
shall adjourn or that it shall take a recess?

Mr. WADSWORTH. An order has already been entered
that the Senate shall take a recess until 12 o'clock to-morrow.

Mr. WILLIAMS., I did not know that. I think we ought
to have some opportunity to consider bills on the calendar.
The time of the present Congress is getting short, and I think
the calendar ought to be sounded for unobjected bills. I hope,
therefore, the Senator from New York will move that the
Senate adjourn.

Mr, WADSWORTH. It Is not the purpose of the Senator
from New York to move to adjourn until the pending bill shall
have been passed.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Then I hope that at an early date we
may have an opportunity to consider bills on the calendar.

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr. WADSWORTIL. I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of exeentive business,

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
econsideration of executive business. After three minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened and (at 6 o'clock
and 33 minutes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously
'entered, took a recess until to-morrow, Thursday, February 8,
1023, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS,
Executive nominations received by the Senate February 7 (legis-
lative day of February 5), 1923.
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY,
Edward W. Miller, of Wiscongin, to be United States attorney,
eastern district of Wisconsin, vice H. A, Sawyer, resigned.
APPOINTMENTS, BY TBANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY.
ADJUTANT GENERAL'S DEPARTMENT.

Col. Harvey Wolfarth Miller, Infantry, with rank from July 1,
1920.

Maj. John Southworth Upham, Infantry, with rank from July
1, 1920.

Maj. Clarence Hagbart Danielson, Infantry, with rank from
! July 1, 1920.

QUARTERMASTER CORPS.

Capt. Eugene Edmund Barton, Infantry, with rank from July
1, 1920,

Capt. William Franklin Campbell, Infantry, with rank from
July 1, 1820,

Capt. James Charles Longine, Cavalry, with rank from July 1,
1920.

Capt. Christian Allen Schwarzwaelder, Infantry, with rank
from July 1, 1920,

Oapt. Edwin Sanders Van Deusen, Infantry, with rank from
July 1, 1820,
| Capt. Harold William Keller, Infantry, with rank from July 1,
| 1920.

First Lieut. Walter Christian Thee, Coast Artillery Corps.

ORDNANCE DEPARTMENT.

Capt. Joel Grant Holmes, Coast Artillery Corps, with rank
from January 17, 1020,

Capt. Miles Whitney Kresge, Coast Artillery Corps, with rank
from July 1, 1920.

1,(1);‘1’)5 Rosswell Eriec Hardy, Infantry, with rank from July

Capt. John Huling, jr., Infantry, with rank from July 1, 1920,
First Lieut. Ward Edwin Becker, Coast Artillery Corps, with
rank from July 29, 1919,

First Lieut. Clyde Hobart Morgan, Coast Artillery Corps.
FIELD ARTILLERY.
Maj. George Meredith Peek, Coast Artillery Corps, with rank
from July 1, 1920.
Capt. William Foster Daugherty, Cavalry, with rank from
March 27, 1920.

5 (;335 Miron James Rockwell, Infantry, with rank from July

(?apt.- Dunean Thomas Boisseau, Infantry, with rank from
July 1, 1920.

First Lieut. Murray Charles Wilson, Chemical Warfare Serv-
ice, with rank from July 1, 1920.

Second Lieut. Harold Arthur Doherty, Infantry.

COAST ARTILLERY CORPS.

Capt. Nelson Hammond Duval, Quartermaster Corps, with

rank from July 1, 1920.

Capt. Erwin Adolph Manthey, Quartermaster Corps, with
rank from July 1, 1820,
ATR BERVICE.

First Lieut. Raymond Carl Zettel, Infantry, with rank from
July 1, 1920.
PosTMASTER.
OHIO.
Henry A. Taylor to be postmaster at Cleveland, Ohio, in place
of W. J. Murphy. - Commission expired September 19, 1922,

CONFIRMATIONS

Brecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 7
(legisiative day of February 5), 1923.

ProMoTIONS IN THE NAVY.

To be captain,
William V. Tomb.

To be commander.
Carl T. Osburn.

To be lieutenant conmmanders.

Robert Gatewood. William D. Taylor.
Albert R. Mack, John H. Falge.
Jay L. Kerley. Charles P, Mason.
Henry M. Kieffer. John J. Brown,
James L. King,

To be lieutenants,

James N. McTwiggan,
George A. Ott,

Emil Chourre.
Robert H. Harrell.
Thomas B. Lee.
David A. Musk.
Maxwell B. Saben.
John MeC. Fitz-Simons.
Vietor F. Marinelli,
Cecil F. Harper.
Harvey R. Bowes.
Frank R. Whitmore,
Albert E. Dupuy.
Lewis P. Harris. Barrett Studley.

Guy R. Bostain. Herbert A, Anderson.

To be lieutenants (junior grade).

Charles C. Stotz. Wallace H. Gregg.
Frank Kinne. Milton P. Wilson.
George C. Neilsen. James P. McCarthy.
Thomas G. Shanahan. Fred J. Barden.
George Schneider, Ralph W. Floody.
Laurie C. Parfitt. Joseph A. Guard.
Edward G. Evans, Glenn 8. Holman.
Walter E. Holden. Paul G. Haas.

Olaf J. Gullickson. James C. Taylor.
Harry A. Mewshaw. Joseph W. Mullally.
Hubert K. Stubbs. Joseph H. Seyfried.
Franklin E. Cook. Donald McK, Weld.
Gurney E. Patton. Walter O. Roenicke.
Warren R. Hastings. John L. Albice.

John O. Jenkins. Kenneth C. Manning.
Ove P. O. Hansen, Horatio G, Sickel, 4th,

Jarrard E. Jones.
Alexander B. Holiman.
Joseph W. Storm.
Edwin F. Bilson.
Floyd 8, Crosley.
Allen D. Brown.
Charles E. Olsen.
Charles E. Coney.
Albert R. Staudt.
Willis W. Pace.
Charles H. Rockey.
Edgar R. Winckler.
George Paille.
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William: H. Hutter.
Frank M. Maichle.

Norman R. Hitcheoelk,
Delmer 8. Fahrney.
Augustus J. Wellings. James B. Carter.
Stanley H. Martin. William M. Smith,
To be passed assistant surgeon.
Robert M. Cochrane.
To be passed assistant dental surgeon.
Julian A. Turrentine.
To be passed assistant payinasters.
Frank J. Manley. George F. Yoran.
William Elliott. James M. MeComb.
Lester B. Karelle. Frank P, Delahanty.
Ellory F. Carr. Hunter J. Norton.
Forrest Ivanhoe. John H. Skillman.
To be naval constructors.
William B. Fogarty.
Charles L. Brand.
To be civil engineer.
Roscoe L. Martin
To be chief pay-clerk.
John F. Flynn.
AMARINE GORPS.
Harry M. Leigliley to be second lieutenant.
POSTMASTERS.
FLORIDA.
Royal W. Storrs, De Funiak Springs.
Lera H. Taylor, Mayo
James R. Pomeroy, Stuart.
LOUISIANA.
James M. Cook, Oakdale.
NEBRASKA.
Richard L. Roach, Maywood.
, Charles G. Anderson, Shelby.
Rosgcoe Buek, Springview.
NORTH CAROLINA.
Clarence M. MeCall, Biltmore:
Bdward F. Yarborough, Louisburg.
SOUTH CAROLINA,
Virginia M. Bodie, Wagener.

»

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
WebNEspaY, February 7, 1923.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
thé following prayer:

Holy, holy, holy Lord God Almighty, we thank Thee that

Thou dost show us from day to day the great and marvelous:

things. We pray for the forgiveness of our sins and for the

redemption of our whole nature. Be Thou a defense to our

peculiar weakness, and when temptation thickens around help
us to recover our courage and faith. Work in us a sweet pa-
tience and a childlike trust in our Heavenly Father. Help us
the solution of the difficult problems that perplex mind and
heart. Cause the strong to come forth in defense of the weak,
the poor, and the helpless, and bless our people everywhere
with the bounties of Thy love. Through Jesus Christ our Lord.
Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

JOINT SESSION OF SENATE AND HOUSE.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, T offer the resolution which
I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming offers a
resolution, which the Clerk will report,

The Clerk read as follows:

House Concurrent Resolution 82,

Resolved by the IHouse of Representatives (the Senate concurring)
That the two Houses of Congress assemble in the Hall of the House o
Representatives on Wednesday, the Tth day of February, 1923, at 1
o'clock in the afterncon, for the purpose of recelving such communi-

ct:tlohn as the President of the United States shall be pleased to make
them.

The resolution was agreed to.
QUESTION OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE.
Mr. HERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a guestion of personal
privilege for the purpose of presenting a resolution which I
think is privileged.

The SPHAKER. The gentleman will state his question of
privilege.

Mr. HERRICK. Well, it is a matter in which I consider
‘that the House——

The: SPEAKER. The gentleman will send up his resolution.
[After examining the resolution.] The Chair thinks the gentle-
(man is entitled to have this read, so that the House can con-
‘sider whether it is a qnestion of privilege or not.

The: Clerk read as follows: )
' Whereas on February the 6th, 1923, the Washington Times and the
 Washington Herald blished a libelous, slanderomns, and infamously
false article to the effect that I, ManvuEL HERRICK, a Member of Con-

had been sued for breach of promise bg a Follles beauty, and

ad called himself a * Spark-plog lovenr,"” that a hated rival had
i broken: u? my romance, and that I had engaged a detective to spy
upon an innocent girl, and other false and slanderous matter; and

Whereas no Member of Congress is immune from equally vicions
and libelous accusations: Therefore be it

Regolved, That any and all representatives of the Washington Times
(and Washington Herald be, and are hereby, expelled and debarred from

,the press gallery, the cloak rooms, corridors, and lobby of the House
‘of presentatives during the remalnder of the Sixty-seventh Con-
gress,

| Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, a point of order.
The SPEAKER. The Chair does not think this resolution
presents @ question of privilege.
Mr. MONDELL. And as a motion it is not in order.
| The SPEAKER. Tlie Chair sustains the point of order.
Mr. HERRICK. Will the gentleman from Wyoming consent
Ito. some specifie time——
1 CALENDAR WEDNESDAY,

Mr, MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, this is Calendar Wednesday,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call the committees,

The Clerk called the Committee on Agriculture,

“CROP FAILURE" DEFINED.
' Mr: HAUGEN. Mpr. Speaker, I eall up 8. 2023, defining the
lerop failure in the production of wheat, rye, or oats by those
who borrowed money from the Government of the United States
for the purchase of wheat, rye, or oats for seed, and for other
purposes:

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa calls nup a bill,
which the Clerk will report by title,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar, and
‘the House automatically resolves itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for its consideration.
The gentleman from New York [Mr. Husten] will please take
'the chair.

Accordingly the: House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. Husten
‘in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
‘House on the state of the Union for the consideration of 8. 2023,
which the Clerk will report.

The bill was read, as follows :

Be it enacted, ete., That a yield of 5 bushels or less per ncre of
wheat, rye, or oats on lands owned bg those in the drought-stricken
regions who borrowed money from the Government of the United States
for the purchase of wheat, rye, or oats for be, and the same is
hereby declared to be a failure, and the borrower whose yield was 3
bushels or less per acre be, and he is herehy, released from repayment
of the amounnt borrowed by bim from the Government: Prowsided, That
nothing herein shall release the borrower who signed a gnaranty-fund
agreement and whose erop was not a failure from making the contribu-

on provided for in such agreement, but’ said guaranty fund shatl be
nsed as stipulated in the agreement to the settlement of the loans to
those whose crop was a failure: Provided further, That any such bor-
rower whose crop was a failure, as herein defined, and who made pay-
ment on hig loan prior to May 31, 1920, shall be fIJIIY' reimbursed ﬁm
such guaranty fund.

Mr. HAUGEN. [ yield to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
TrwcaER] such time as he desires.

Mr. TINCHER. Ten minutes.

Mr., HAUGEN. 1 yiéld to the gentleman from Kansas 10
minutes.

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, T take the time of the com-
mittee only for the purpose of making clear what this resolu-
tion is about, T do not want the committee to confuse this
resolution with the loans made to the farmers out of Govern-
ment funds since the war.

During the fall of 1918 there was an effort made upon the
part of the Government, through the several agencies then in ex-
istence because of the war, to procure increased production of
grain, and a number of loans were made to farmers in an effort
to get them to try to raise wheat in a territory where they had
not previously found it profitable to plant wheat. 'These loans
were not made as the loans recently authorized were made,
They were made on a contract that ealled for as high as 100
per cent interest. The farmer who planted wheat in these arid

regions was a patriot and doing it for his Government, and he
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